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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

One of the arguments made for the formation of educational service agencies
(ESAs) in nedrly every state where they have been established is that they pro-
vide improved service access to students and staff of local education agencies
(LEAs). ESAs often have been able to provide services which individual LEAs
were unable to offer because of limi*ed enrollment, excessive distance, or limited
financial resources. Urban, as well as non-urban districts have found it advan-
tageous to share in the support and utilization of services provided by ESAs.
While service scope and general access have increased in many jurisdiz“ions
served by ESAs, little attention has been paid to the issue of equalization.

Problem Statement and Significance .

In the course of extending opportunity for all, have the conditions of
extension made programs and services of ESAs adequately and equitably access-
ible to districts according to their differential needs and desires? This is
a comptex question to investigate for a number of reasons. First one must
translate adequate and equitable accessibility to appropriate use of £SA ser-
vices. Then cne must ask if districts make appropriate use, that is, dc they
participate according to their differential needs and desires? The obligation
exists to gauge actual use and desired use of services and then make the necas-
sary comparison. And finally, when and where differences exist, what accounts
for them? s it money alone that enables an LEA to get the ESA services it
wants, or do size and remoteness, Or more subtle factors like leadership and
communication, influence participation?

The lite-acure is essentially de *d of the treatment of this guastion.
Some states measure participation i~ ces and learn, thereby, the degree
to which participation has been extenuec., but not whether or not the extension
has been equitable, and whether or not appropriate use of services has been
achieved.  Several states have addressed the issue in the funding of ESAs, but
scant attention has been given to the import of the funding cr the import of
other factors which affect LEA participation in ESA services. This study makes
a beginning. It is confined to one state. It attempts to gatner data and make
observations concerning the influence of wealth, size and other LEA and tSA
variables upon the LEA use of ESA services in Texas. Nc claims are made about
the study's applicability to other states, but it is noped, of course, that the
experience will be useful if interest in equitable accessibilty spreads and
other studies are undertaken.

"~ Funding

Considerable ambiguity exists concerning factors which should influence
LEA use of ESA services. With the exception of the fundirg issue, these mat-
ters are usually addressed in the planning and establishment of individual ESAs
and/ or statewide networks, but forgotten thereafter.

From the 26 state descriptive study of ESAs, 22 states supplied data o -
concerning their expenditures for all of elementary and secondary educa-

1
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tion, and for that portion expended by ESAs.[1] While the accuracy of all reports
may be subject to some question, there are reliadle dimensionai data that place
the financial support of ESAs in proper perspective. The 22 states spent about

60 billion dollars for all elementary and secondary education in 1977-78.(2]
Twenty-six billion was from state appropriations. In the same year and in

those same states, approximately 1.7 billion was spent by ESAs -- 764 million
from local sources, 675 million from the states, and 262 million from the

federal level.

Responses to equalization in ESA financing vary from the ultimate of full
funding from state and/or federal sources, to the assumption that the differential
funding of LEA current expenditures according to LEA wealth is sufficient to equal-
ize LEA access to ESA services. Several states, like Texas, are somewhere between
these extremes, with ESA financial support coming from state, local and federal
sources. New York and Pennsylvania, for example, partially subsidize the cost
of LEA use of ESA services according to LEA wealth. In New York an incentive
option for partial reimbursement according to LEA financial effort also exists.
3ut wnatever the scheme, the ESA funding plans adopted by various states do not
seriously disturb their overall equalization balance or lack thereof.

The descriptive study mentioned above indicates that the total 1977-78
£SA spending from all sources in the 22 reporting states was approximately 2.8
percent of the cost of elementary-secondary education. The study further shows
that state financial support of ESAs is generally a very small portion of state
aid for elementary-secondary education. It is less than one percent in 13 of
tne states and exceeds five percent in only two. In Texas, l.1 percent of state
aid in 1977-78 went to the network of regional education sarvice centers (RESCs).
The impact of such small amounts of state aid upon basic equalization conditions
is not likely to correct fundamental weaknesses or upset excellent models.

"The foregoing statement is not intended to diminisn the importance of the
equalization issue as it applies to ESA financing. It merely attempts to put the
issue into perspective and to thwart arguments that ESA funding is a serious
contaminant to existing state finance systems. Un the contrary, within the °
limited scope of ESA state financing the issue of fairness in funding is timely
and it is quite important. The relatively small dimension of the ESA finance
problems makes them manageable. It is easier to achieve needed changes, if any,
before state financing of ESAs grows to the point where significant change may
require more dollars than the financial and/or political environment will
produce. Equitable availability of ESA programs and services for LEAs is thus
an overriding issue that must accompany the extension of opportunity. The
cost of improving equalization here is relatively small, yet there may be no‘};>
place in the state system of finance where such small investment can achNeve g0
much, 17 edministrators, teachers and students 1in Tow-wealth districts are~”
Tndeed experiencing less than adequate access to existing ESA programs and
services they need. Relatively minor adjustments in ESA funding amounts and/or
procedures may make siynificant differences 1n service utilization.

Other Influences

where ESA services are primarily available through state and federal sup-
port, as in Texas, the issue of local wealth may not be dominant among LEA and
ESA variables relevant to participation. Thus this study must explore the role .,

15



1ABLE 1

ESTIMATLO KECEIPTS, IN TWENTY-TWO REPORTING STAILS,

THt PERCERT OF FLOERAL,

STAYE ANO LOCAL RECEIPTS OStb FOR ESAs; ANO TH

TOTAL RECEIPTS AND ESA RECEIPTS FROM FEDERAL, STATE AND LOCAL SOURCES

FOR ALL LLEMENTARY/StCONDARY EDUCATION ANO HOR ESAs;
E PERCENTAGES OF EACH STATE'S

luta) Revenue Recerpts rederal Recetpts State Receipts Local Receipts
tlementar y cuntary ementary enentary Percent® of Total
secomiary | oot | socors | o - tlomenurs/ | percent of £oks
(000" ) (000's) (oua's) (000°s) (0oo's) | (000's) ___(000's) {(000°s) Receipts from
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of size, remoteness, effort, ethnicity, leadership and other factors as well
as wealth as it attempts to assess their influence upon LEA use of ESA ser-
vices.

Why Texas?

The Request for Proposal (RFP) to which this study responds called for
an examination of the role of ESAs in increasing educational opportunity “in
no less than three and no more than six states."[3] The progect staff's
request that the multi-state requirement be dropped and replaced by a focus on
Texas alone, was approved. There were a number of reasons for the request:

1. After exploring the literature and examining the return of
data in the 26 state descriptive sutdy, it was assumed by
project staff that a multi-state study of factors which in-
fluence LEA participation in ESA services was premature. A
single-state study seemed a logical and necessary prelide to
a multi-state consideration, and there were insufficient
resources and time to do both. There are so many differences
in the quality and availability of data among various states,
that it was appropriate to concentrate” on one state and de-
velop study technology which could be adapted for use in other
states at another time. .

2. The RFP designation of Texas as & necessary component of the
study reflects a number of important considerations.

a. This®study is subcontracted through the Edgewood Inde-
pendent. School District in San Antonio, Texas. It was
logical, therefore, for the RFP to specify the district's
native state as one of those to be stuaied. Furthermore,
while Edgewood was not a participant in the proposal de-
velopment, its interest in the accessibility issue snoul.
be great. The district,-with a large Mexican American
population, has meager local resources to support is
schools. Known to be among the bottom on the scale of
wealth for Texas local districts, in 1977-78 Edgewood
proved to be the poorest, at $12,399 per child, of the
684 LEA respondents in this study.*

*Wealth was computed by dividing (refined) average daily attendance (ADA)
into the district's Average GOER property value. "Average GOER" (Cover-
nor's Office of Education Resources) is the average of two properiy wealth
indices from 1977-78 data base files, "GOER Full Market Value" and "GOER
Agricultural Use Market Valus." Edgewood's $12,399 index of wealth was
obtained by dividing the ADA, 17,409, into GOER Average Yalue, $215,848,200.
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b. There was inordinate interest in and commitment to this study in
Texas. It was expressed by Commissioner Brockette; by Associ-
ate Commissioner for Field Support Services, James Hi1l; by Ernest
Chambers, Director of Regional Program Development; and by the
Executive Directors of the state's Regional Education Service
Centers (RESCs). It was later confirmed by the impressive re-
sponse rate from LEA superintendents and by repeated assistance
provided by the Texas Education Agency (TEA) and the RESCs.

c. In many ways, Texas has the diversity in funding strategies
to make it an appropriate arena in which to investigate the
variables that seem to impact upon accessibility. Some ser-
vices are supported entirely by state and/or federal funds, -
some by local funds, and the costs of others are shared.

d. Texas has great diversity in other factor§ that affect LEA use
of ESA services; factors such as wealth, enrollment, pupil/
teacher ratio, effort, ethnicity and remoteness (distance
between LEAs and ESAs). ' ‘

e. The Texas RESCs do not appear to be tradition bound. This young
network is barely a decade old, but it has scught and/or been
subjected to several changes in its brief history, it prides
itself on its openness and its flexibility. The chances of imple-
menting some study recommendations, be they of substance, would
seem reasonably goad.

f. Despite the network's youth, it had continually become more
important and more secure in the eyes and intentions of the
Texas Education Agency (TEA) and the Texas Legisiature prior
o 1979-80. Born in 1966-67, in a decade the network moved
from a tenuous federally supported network at the $1,500,000
annual support level, to a $70,000,000 operation supported by
a mix of state, local and federal funds, with the latter the
smallest of the three.* In 1978-79 investment in RESCs approx-
imate $75,000,000, with the state providing about $30,000,000
and the LEAs providing more than half of the remainder.**

Limitations

This study reflects the traditions and the uniqueness of Texas. The
general study design and methodology should be useful to other states, as will
implications of some of the findings. However, great care should be exercised
in attempting to translate findings to other settings.

*See lable *, p. 18 . ‘

**1977-78 data for this sfﬁdy was collated and analyzed, and this report well
‘underway prior to the L#gislature's action to reduce base RESC funding for
the next biennium, 1979-8l. The implications of that action and the future
adjustments it may prompt in RESC are mentioned in the final Chapter.
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Definitions

The terms and acronyms,'and the variables for local education agencies
(LEAs) and the Regional Education Service Centers (RESCs) are defined to
faciliate reading and understanding of the report.

Terms and Acronyms. The following are the most frequently used axpressions.

1. State fducation Aggnc¥ (SEA): The state agency whichshas prime respon-
sibility by law for elementary and secondary education.

2. Texas Education Agen¢y (TEA): The SEA in Texas.

3. Local Education Agency (LEA): The school administrative district at
the local level which is supported and maintained by public.funds and
local leadership. It inciudes all local and county unit districts
whicn exist as distinct administrative units under boards of education
and which are assigned primary program responsibility by the State for
delivering elementary and/or secondary 2ducation.

4., Education Service Agency (ESA): A public agency organized to serve a
group of LEAs and /or the SEA in the sub-state geographic region which
 encompasses the LEAs. In Texas, ESA is synonymous with RESC or ESC.
‘

5. Regional Education Service Center (RESC) or Education Service Center
(ESC): The ESA in Texas.

6. Refined Average Daily Attendance (ADA): Regular ADA minus ineligibie
ADK (underaged, overaged), reported annually by each LEA superintendent,

7. GOER Average Value: The average of two full market property values

. ‘astablished by the Governor's Office of Educational Research (GOER)
when varying local assessment ratios and values were translated to a
state standard.* GOER full market value ana GOER agricultural use
market value are used to determine the local share of the state Foun-
dation Program, and the average of the two, when divided by refined
ADA, is-GOER average value, the measure of LEA wealth used in tnis
study.

¢

LEA Variables. The following six LEA variables were used in regression
analyses to determine their relationship to the LEA use of RESC services. Jize
and wealth were also used is comparisons of means of use measures and perceptions
measures. } .

l. Size: Number of pupils in refined ADA.

2. Wealth: GOER"average value per pupil in refined ADA.

*TEA's office of Education Information suggested the use of GOER 2verage value’
as a wealth index, and advised that the State Tax Assessment Practices doard now
computes the standard property values. .
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6.

Effort: Local school tax rate computed by dividing GOER average value
into the maintenance levy.

Remoteness: ODistance in miles from LEA central office to the RESC
central office or RESC satellite, whichever is closer.

Staff Ratio: Average number of students per professional staff member.

Ethnicity: Percentage enroliment for Spanish surname, black and all
other students, fall survey, 1977.

RESC Variables: The relationship of LEA use of RESC services to regional

l.

2.

. variables was probed.

Number of LEAs: Count of LEAs in region. (Vary from 13 to 100 in
Texas. )

Size: 1977 fall enrollment of all LEAs .n region was used in analysis.
Refined ADA instead of enroliment was used for wealth and receipts
measures.

Wealth: Regional GOER average value per pupil in refined ADA, or sum
of all LEA GOER values divided by sum of all LEA refined ADAs.

Expenditure Level: Estimated 1977-78 RESC receipts divided by refined
ADA of region (sum of LEA ADAs). Per pupil expenditures estimates
computed according to total receipts and according to sources: federal,
state and local.

Remoteness: The number of miles from the farthes: LEA central office
To the RESC central office is used in the regression analyses. I[n the
analyses of means, the regions with satellites were compared to a group
of regions without satellite offices and with more than 150 miles
between the farthest LEAs and the RESC offices.

Size of Staff: Total number of professional staff, full-time equiv-
alents, reported by each region for the 1977-78 school year-

Ethnicity: Percent of general populatiun for black, Spanish surname,
ard all others. .




CHAPTER II

THE EDUCATION SETTING -- TEXAS AND ITS REGIONS

Presented in this chapter are selected characteristics of public ele-
mentary-secondary education in the state of Texas and of the Regional Edu-
cation Service Centers (RESCs). This overview is limited to those factors
which bear most directly on the main emphases of the present investigation,
and are intended to contribute to an understanding of a number of major con-
textual features under which the RESCs function.

A. THE STATE SYSTEM OF ELEMENTARY
' AND SECONDARY EDUCATION -
In Texas, the Legislature entrusts policy direction and general over-

sight of elementary and secondary education to the State Board of Education,
a corporate body whose 24 members are elected for six-year terms by the voters
in each of the state's 24 congressional districts. With State Senate confirma-
tion, the State Board of Education appoints the Commissioners of Education for
a six-year term. The Commissioner provides leadership and management direction
for the state school system, which includes the LEAs and the 20 Regional Educa-
tion Service Centers. '

Selectad Characteristics of Texas LEAS “

In 1977-78, the base year for the present study, 1100 public LEAs wgre
in existence in the state. A total of 2,726,490 students were enrolled. " The
state's average daily attendance (ADA) was 2,576,002. The 52 largest districts,
representing only 4.7 percent of the 1100 LEAs, enrolled over 54 percent of
the states' total student ADA. Over 75-percent of the public LEAs (844) had an
ADA of 1000 students or less.[4] .

The preponderance of LEAs in Texas are k-12 districts known as [ndependent
School Districts (ISDs). The few Rural High School Districts (RHSDs) are,
despite their title, also k-12 districts. The Common School Districts (CSDs)
are rapidly disappearing.* ' :

Wealth-Size Distribution of LEAS

At the suggestion of the TEA's Office of Education Information, the
project staff utilized GOER average market value as the index of local wealth.
Using 1977-78 data tapes supplied by the Texas Education Agency (TEA), average
.LEA wealth for Texas was computed as approximately $83,000 per pupil in refined
ADA, the median as approximately $94,000. ’

Figure 1 shows the wealth-size distribution of 684 LEAs whose superin-
tendents (or their designees) responded to the survey instrument mailed to all

* 1977 legislation discontinued state funding of county superfntendenté‘ offices -
as of 12/31/78. Many common school districts are joining neighboring ISDs.
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WEALTH-SIZE SCATTEFGRAM AND DISTRIBUTION CURVE OF 684 LEAs
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districts. Six hundred four are plotted on the graph, and 80 LEAs fell beyond
its ranges. Nineteen are above the size of 19,000 pupils and another 61 age
beyond the $300,000 mark in wealth per pupil. Each asterisk (*) represents

one LEA. Numbers replace asterisks where more than one LEA falls at a given
wealth-size point. The significance of the distribution lies in the clustering
of districts toward the bottom and left of the chart, the tendency for most
large districts to be relatively poor, and the marked, almost exclusive, ten-
‘dency for the very rich districts to be confined to small LEAs.

Sources of Funding

Revenue receipts for public elementary-secondary education in 1977-78 was
$4,797,737,000. As shown in Figure 2, these monies were derived from three
principal sources: state receipts {31.8 percent), local receipts (38.1 percent),
and federal receipts (10.1 percent). This percentage distributicn compares with
the national average of 44:1 percent from state sources, 47.8 percent from local
sources, and 8.1 percent from federal sources. The total revenue receipts of
approximately 4.8 billion dollars ranked third in the nation behind California
and New York.[5] »

FIGURE 2

ESTIMATED LOC;i. STATE AND_FEDERAL 3ECEIPTS FOR iLL
ELZMENTARY/SECONDARY EDUCATION FOR 1977-78 (N TEXAS

Local
'18.1% State

$ 1,327,734,000 51.3%

$ 2,486,000,000

1)

Fedaral

Total: < 4,797,737,0C0

National Rankings and Comparisons of Selected
Texas Data with National Averages

Personal income and selected governmental and educational finance data
are cited here to place Texas in relationship to the national pictures For

24




11

example, as shown in Table 2, in 1975-76 the Texas per capita total revenue

of all state/local governments was $911.11 compared to the national average

of $1,193.41. This ranked Texas 39th in the country and represented 83 percent
of the national average. In per’capita property tax for state and local govern=-
ment, Texas, at $213.18, ranked 29th and was at 80 percent of the national
average of $265.54." Ir total expenditures of state and local governments for
all education in 1975-76, Texas ranked 30th at $427.48. This represented 94
percent of the national average. In 1977-78 estimated current expenditures for
public elementary/secondary schools, Texas ranked 42nd at $1,352.00 per pupil
ADA. This represented a 78 percent level of the national average of $1,742 per

ADA.
TABLE 2
PYRSPECTIVE: RANKINGS OF SELECTED 1975-78 TEXAS -
DATA, AND COMPARISONS WITH NATIONAL AVERAGES
3elecred Charactaristics Amount Rank U.S. Avg. T of U.S. Avg.
ier capita perscnal incons $6,201.00 28 . §6,399.00 97 ‘
-1976 ’
Per capita tocal gensral 991.11 39 1,193.4l 33
revenua of all scace/
local governmenc, 1375~
76
2er capita propercy tax 21318 29 265.564 30
of state and local .
governmenc, 1575-76
Par capita togal expendi-~ 527.48 30 432.80 94
, . turss of scats and local
~ governmants for all edu-

T catiou, 1975-76 - ) -

Escimated cuzrent expendi- ,352.20 42 1,742.00 78
turss for public elemen~-
tary/secondary school o
ser pupil (o averags
daily attendance, 1977-
8

jourcs: X 9°§ the 3tatas, 1978, National Educatior Association, Jashinggon,
0.C., 1978.

In the 1970's, Texas has made great improvements in its equalization
effort. The state's share of the Foundation Program reached 85 percent, and the
state-local sharing, $915 per pupil, in 1977-78. Nevertheless, this "equalized
level® was more than $400 below the state's average current expenditure of
$1352 per pupil.[6] LEAs tend to see their payments for RESC services as coming
from this unequalized portion of their expenditures..




/ B. A BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE REGIONAL
EDUCATEON SERVICE CENTERS*

Establishment

In 1965, the Texas legislature authorized the State Board of Education
to develop. plans and operating pracedures for a state-wide system of regional

. education media centers to be supported with equal amounts of state and local
funds. Under Senate Bill 408, the state, of Texas established Regional Education .

Media Ceénters"... to provide educatiopal media materials, equipment, maintenance
thereof, and services to the public free school districts of this state who
participate herein." In 1957, prior‘to the activation of the Regional Education
Media Centers, and at the request of the State Board ,of Education,’the legisla-
ture broadened the scope of the 1965 legislation'to include provistdns for the

_establishment of Regional Education Service Centers (RESCs).

Presently there are 20 such regional centers in the state. As indicated
in Tigure 3, the regionss include all areas of the state. The RESCs dre an .
integral component of tHe Texas elementary/secondary education system fupded
from a combination of iocal, state, and federal sources. They are not branch
offices of the Texas Education Agency, but should be defined as specfal district,
ESAs.** The Texas Attorney General's Office certified RESCs as local educatian
agencies (LEAs) eligible to receive federal funds. B

¢ ¥

. Programs and Services

Provided by RESCs

The legislation concerning Regional Educatica Service Centers in Texds
specifies that they are to provide educational media services and other ser-
vices to local districts, and coordinate educational planning within their
respective regions. In addition, regulations adopted by the State Board of
Education for the RESCs specified a fourth basic purpose: to participate in
appropriate statewide programs approved by the Commissioner of Education and
the State Board of Educatiopr. Services mandated by state legislature and/or

the TEA include: -
s

regional planning
educational media services

computer services : -

educational services for children with handicapping conditions
guidance and counseling services .
assistance with crime prevention and drug aducation programs***
bus driver training : .

OO0 000 O0

* The historical backgroun and governance characteristics cited are taken
from an unpublished speech delivered by TEA's Director of Regional Pro=-
gram Development, Ernest Chambers, in Austin, Texas, in 1977.

** This termvisgused in the Stephen's descriptive Etudy to identify intermediary
service agencies which are supported and controlled by both the state and
local Tevels.

***Special funding through RE§C will be dropped in 1979-80.
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Programs in bilingual and/or migrant educatiori are supported by categori-
cal funding where targeted populations exist. A somewhat standard group
of services is covered by parts of this study and they are listed, along with
brief descriptions and related information in Table 3.

Governance Characteristics

The state legislation authorizing service centers gave the State Board
of Education authority to create rules and regulations for the establishment
and governance of the centers. The flow chart presented in Figure 4, indi-
cates the leadership, advisory, and authority lines of governance of the Texas
RESEs as it existed in 1977-78. ) ) ] ]

.of directors whose members were e'ected by a joint committee.* The join
Comnittee, which also acts as an advisory body to RESC, is composed nf Fepre-

According to this governance system,'eaéh RESC has a seven-member.:gard

sentatives of LEAs. ine board of education of each twelve-grade LEA selects
one represenrtitive, usually the superintendent, as its Joint committee member.
MemLors of the RESC board of directors, the policy-making body of the agency,
may not be activey engaged in educaticn as an employee or LEA board member, nor
can ne or she sell goods or services to the RESCs. Each RESC also has an
advisory committee which must include LEA teachers, supervisors and principals.

finance Characteristics

In 1967-68 the initial basic support for the regional agencies was pro-
vided by federal ESEA, Title III funds. Media funds were supplied by state/
local matching funds and ESEA, Title VI funds were used to assist programs
for children with handicapping conditions. In 1969-70, programs for these
children were also supported by state funds, and in the same year, state
assistance for RESC computer services began.  In 1972, the end of reliance on
Title III funds for basic support was initiated with state funding equal to the
1967-68 Title III level. In 1975 basic statewide support, exclusively from .
state funds, was increased from $2 per student in ADA to $3 per student. The
legislation authorized the Commissioner of Education to develop a formula for
distribution of the funds. In 1977 the Legislature approved Senate Bill 1,
thereby increasing base funding to aporoximately $10,150,000 or 0.45 percent
(0.45 of one percent) of the state's Foundation Program. The Legislature also
directed that the distribution provide $200,000 for each RESC, a total of
$4,000,000, and that the remainder, approximately $6,150,000, be distributed on
an ADA basis. Regior IX, the smallest in ADA, gut approximatley $291,000, and
Region IV, the largest, received about $1,400,000.**

¥ Tn 1979, the State Board of Education changed the governance system. i‘embers
of RESC Boards of Directors are now elected by LEA Board Members and the
RESC Joint Committee is advisory only.

**For 1979-80, base funding was reduced approximately 14 percent statewide
because some RESC balances at the end of 1977-78 were regarded as excessive
by the Legislature. For the current school year the appropriation is
$9,100,000.
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FIGURE 4
LEADERSHIP-SERVICE, ADVISORY AND AUTHORITY RELATIONSHIPS FOR RESCs
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*The relationship shown in this Cis Myers chart in 1977 was represertative in
1977-78, the year studied.[7] However, the authority line between the joint
committee and the board of directors has been crossed out, and a new slanted
arrow added to show changes enacted by the Texas State Board of Education in

1979.
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TABLE J

DESCREFTION AND MELATED DATA FUR 25 MESC SEMVICES

(ALl LEA purticipacion ls voluntury) &
14 i —
F Reglons
Ssrvice Doscs sption Oftering Reciplunta Vinancial Bupport
1. Plenalng, Evalustion and/ Asslet L¥As with wceds ssssssacnt, goal suttlng, plun- 20 LEA atafta Mix of base fundlng, LEA payments,
uE Accradlieacion ning; ssulet In prupoasl Gevalopment, svaluation of workahop pavticipaat faas

fudural progrems; aas’ sl In sccraditation plens and
othar regueated procs .sas

2. Hedla, Fila Librery Hequustud J6sm Cllne, Bam fllms, tapos, slldea aud 20 LEA stufla LEA paymcnts matched by msxinum
other wudia duliversd to LEAs snd picked uvp st uf §1/ADA by atats payssnta to
ruguler Inturvals MESC

3. Medla, In-Sesvice Instructicn in ecdie sttereghug; uee of wateriales - 20 - -LEA stafle . Vurgeagy of atxategiss laclumdas

aud uparstion uf uquipment buss fuading, vaa of portion of
; film library funda, LEA payments,

workyhop parricipant fsas

b, Mudls, lquiparat Rupalr RRSC picke up, ruplecss perts, rupalrs and sstuine 1l LEAs LEA paymunta
scdla wquipsent; at lesst una MESC, as conveulenca
td 1EAa, gets squipmunt tu aud from commerclal ropalier

5. Lomputurs, Student Nupurt cards, attsndanca, Lesc-scoring, etc. 20 LbAs Somu stata subaldy to Meglunal and
Accuunt lng . Hultl-ruglonsl Procasaing Centers
(KPCs und MRPCs), bulk of aupport
from LEA paymenta

6. (wmputera, Buslncas Tua rolls, peyrulla, sccuunts payable, budgut 20 LEAs Sume ua computurs, student ac-
Servii e repoita, sic. counting
1. Computsrs, Student Studunt vse uf Lerslnale in LEAs for computur progrum- 1 LEA atudunts LEA puoymants /
Terminala ming, prublem-sulving, verlety of autututurlal piugrums, Fi
and gulduncs lufurmation ra; pust-schuol plesns "‘\X .
\]
8 Spucial kducatlun, Asnlut LEAw Ju lduntitying and ocating Lendicapped 20 LEAs Cutuguricel fedural ju)‘Ju
Calld Yiad children In neud uf special LEA prugrams
9  Speclel Educaclon, B seuff and currlculum duvelupment, Iucludlng “how to" 20 VEA staite Catugoricel atats funds snd LEA,
In-Sugvice * duvelop IEPs (Individusl wducatlon plans) and FEPs puymenta
(faclility vducatiun plans)
10.  Speclel Educatlun Supplyleg vl rssvuice saterlals tor speclal classes 20 LEA tuachars Hix of cetagorical stats snd fed~
Haterdals (SKINC) - e1al funde, LEA payments
1. Pupll Survicas Stetf tralnfug snd sdviscment, studenl assscsssent 0 LEA staff Kix of baus, » tural and stats
aud cuunscl lug and studen o categurical, LEA paymunts
17, Crlwe Preventlon end Suppuit and In-service séacation, spoeclsl progrems 20 LEA utult Categurical stets funds
Drug Rkducatlun and students
.
13, Boe Drlver Trelulug Dilving end sstuly Justructlon 20 LEA drivars Coteguricel atata funda
— — 31
" A N e e e e e
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TABLE )

14.

8.

19.

20.

21,

22
24,

24

25.

(Cunt laued)

Drlver tducitlon

(areer kducatlon
lffusiun, Promluing

Practices

Blitngu. 1 kducation

Migrant kducation

Clfted and lalented

Cuupetative Purchasing

Adult tducatlon

RIght te Read

MHeatth Scervices

Management Scrvices
(uther)

In-Scrvice tducatlon
(other)

Sources

for "# Regrons Uffering" (number ot),

All ar part of complete trainlug - In-wervice educat fon,
classroom lnstruction, behlnd-the-wheel Instructlon, wims-
latur loan or rent, elmulator tratning, at feast one reglon
has drlver range

Resovurces, in-dervice educatlon to dlffuse catcer cducat fou
la regular coaricuium

Olssemlnate new knvwledge, report promising practies,
respund to requests for lufurmation .

luvtruct funal suppurt, fucludlng currlculum amd stal f
development, trsining requlrements fur certlflcatlon

Flucsl agent for couperatives, In-service education
and/ur direct fnstructiun

In-service educatlon and/ur speclal progrums

e [ - - -

Poollng of LEAs' necds for quantity dlecounts

Basle educstion for adulte, HS equlvalency, other
adult® educat fon

lu-service educstion

Schuul wuree, collsburatlon witk publlc health *
g les

In-secvice education for adwinlstrators, planning
serviced, congultatton 1o sanagement by objectlves,
progtam budgeting, leglalative Infurmatlon, cte.

Any la-gervice educstlon not Inciaded In alove
services

multi-state £SA study and phoue calls to RESCs

17

20

20

18

12

20

20

20

RESC executive divectors, see instrument, Appendix B; for other data, Stephens'

LEA seaff
and student s

LEA wtaff
LEA gtaff

LEA staff {n
sclwole with
minority stu-
dents, espec-
tally Mexlcan
Amcrican

LEA staft
and students

LEA staff
- - -and students

LEAS
firop-vute

and Interest-
ed adults

LEA staff
1.EA students

LEA adminle-
trative and
non-fnatrue -
tlon scatf

LEA wtaff

LEA puymcats

Categorlcsl
payment s

(ategurlcel
fuuds

Categorical
'

Categoricsl

Mix uf base
payments

B8ase fundlg
prugrum sdul

Categorlcsl

state funds, LEA
state aud fudersl

state funde

federsl funde

fuading, grants, LEA

ur LEA paysents 'for
nistrativns

utate sud fedoral

funds, partscipant fees In vowe

prugrame
Categorlcal

LEA payments
Survices

Base funding

federal funde

, public healeh

, grants, LEA pay-

ments, worksliop participant fecs

Bawe fuandlng
LEA payments
pant feew

4

. (utughrlcul {funds,
, workshup particl-
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As shown in Table 4, since its beginnfng there have been steady, some-
times sharp, increases in RESC funding through the 1977-78 study year. In
the first year of tri-part funding, 1967-68, the total revenue from all
sources was $8,103,774, with 62 percent from federal sources, and 19 percent
from each of the state an1 locals levels. In 1977-78, support had risen to
$73,241,075, with the stata the leader at 38 percent followed by 32 percent
loga] and 30 percent federal support. This funding was equivalent to $28 per
student, statewide, with regional variations from $13-to $51 per student (Table
5 and Figure 5). .

TABLE 4

1966-67 THROUGH 1977-78 FUNDING SUMMARY, =
- REGIONAL EDUCATION SERVICE CENTERS

w

Ypar Federyl State Local Total ) .

1966-1967 1,457,402 - - 1,457,402
1967 -68 5,026,584  1.498,196 1,578,994 8,108,774
1968-59 ° 9,034,218 2,740,223 3,191,948 14,966,389
1969-70 8,081,312 3,332,146 4,104,126 16,017,580
1970-11 12,199,881 7,700,329  §,286,851 25,187,061

. 1n-n 14,146,83¢ 6,603,710 7,413,028 28,163,572
1972-73 7,685,168 11,535,431 10,993,682 30,214,281
1973-74 12,460,896 14,575,463 12,084,151 39,120,510
1978-75 12,315,209 15,968,611 15,092,759 43,376,579
1975-76 13,377,000 22,298,400 15,194,700 50,870,100
1976-77 23,866,882 23,910,429 21,530,180 69,307,491
1977-78 22,232,823 27,554,227 23,454,625 73,281,075

Source: TEA, Dfvision of Regional Program Oevelopment

-RESCs do not possess taxing authority. In addition to the cited revenue
receipts from the federal, state and local levels, there are some non-revenue
receipts, such as fees somet.imes _charged to participants in adult education
and in-service educat1on. . R <
State Commitment to
the RESC Network

The strong commitment of the Texas Education Agency (TEA) and the State
Legislature to the RESCs can be demonstrated in a number of ways. Fiscal
supp rt for the service centers from state sources has been increasing from
the inception of the network. In addition, the TEA has made categorical funds
available to RESCs as an incentive for local schocl districts to participate
in regional activities.
34
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TABLE 3

ESTIMATED LOCAL, STATE, FEDERAL ANO TOTAL RESC REVENUE
RECEIFTS PER PUPIL [ ADA! 1977-73

each column divided by twenty.

~The estimitea ctatewide recaipts in each category were divided 0y the statawide
ADA of 2,376,002. .

4T3 Jaurces: /=

from TEA, November, 1378.

1978.

rerineg

19

E _

RESCs Recafots: §/Student
Headgquartars . *

Region Location Lacal Stata Federal Total
- ., tdinburyg 7 - § 15° 23
1I  Carpus Christi 3 10 12 o 28
112 Victarta 8 12 13 7 33
[V  Houston 12 16 2 30

] Seaumont 1 8 4 13
1t Huntsville 4 9 135 23
119 Kilgore ¢ 3 5 18
¥} 99t Mount-?leasant 5 14 § 25
IX  Wichita ralls 9 58 2 46
b U chardson 10 5 17
I Forz Worsh 5, 3 18
12 Waco, 5 29 1 35
9491 Aysetin 3 25 3 43
L1 Abilene i 13 30 7
XN San Angelo 3 20 25 31
Y1 Amarille 1 2 8 13
N1 Luboock 10 3 vl

WLl Midland 3 10 13 23
LIX 21 Paso 9 20 9 i3
X San Antonio 1 10 § 27

Avg. per degion” 3.85 14,73 / T

Statawide Avg.™ 8.35 13.13 7.14 23.42

*Assigns equal weight t3 all regfons. Thus, t.Te "average per region’ {s the sum of

for eicn region and tne recsiots Tor aegion /,

fssimated recaipts for other regions from RESCs, Summer,




FIGCURE 5

ESTIMATED LOCAL, STATE, FEDERAL AND TOTAL RESC REVENUE RECEIPTS PER PUPIL IN ADA, 1977-78
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The joint planning activities betw¥®8n the TEA and the 20 service centers
is perhaps -unmatched in the nation and stands as clear evidence of the impor-
tance of the network to the state education agency. The principal agency for
joint planning activities between the TEA and the network is the Commissioners
Planning Council for Regional Services. Membership on the Planning Council is

- composed of the 20 executive directors of the service units, and these senior

level TEA officials: the Commissioner of Education; Deputy Commissioner for
Administrative Services; Deputy Commissioner for Program Development; and the
nine associate commissioners of the nine departments of the agency. The Flan-
ning Council is chaired by the Associate Commissioner for Field Support Ser-
vices. -

The Planning Council meets monthly. In a recent speech on the Texas
system of service agencies, Associate Commissioner for Field Support Ser-
vices, James L. Hi11, cited three values of the Planning Council: the execu-
tive directors of the RESCs systematically bring field concerns and problems
from the LEAs to the TEA's senior staff; the meetings afford the executive
directors opportunity to share issues relative to mandates for RESCs to provide

!




services and coordinate planning in the regions; and, the executive directors )
can "... asist the TEA in the development and implentation of statewide plans
for educational improvement."* '

{ N .

Further evidence of state commitment to RESCs is provided by the designa-

tion of a full-time middle manager and small staff to facilitate coordinatica .
activities between the TEA and the 20 service agencies.

Accountabilit
of the Units
The 20 RESCs presently operate under a legi:latively mandated accounta-

bility system which may. be unique for states with ESAs. Senate Bill 1, paSsed
in 1977, requires that the RESCs -ih-each five-year period: .

-~

1. perform a self-study of the effectiveness of its ser&icea to
local schools districts;

2. invite a panel of distinguished personnel from other service
agencies, public school administrators, and other persons
deemed appropriate by the service center board to evaluate
the practices and services provided; and, - .

3. be subject to a management and service audit conducted by
the Texas Education Agency.[8]

The new legislation augments administrative, political, program and finan-

cial accountability associated with the governance and adviscry structure.earlier

identified as boards of directors, joint committees and professional advisory
committees of texchers, principals and supervisors. In addition there are two
other requirements in place:

1. The Commissioner of Education must approve final candidates
for the position of executive director before final selection
is made by. the board of directors.

2. Each RESC must submit an annual operating report to the TEA.

Selected Descriptive
Data for RESCs

Demographic Characteristics. Table 6 was devised to provide quick
insight into general size and wealth aspects of -the RESCs by showing region-
by-region data and state totals or averages.

¥ James L. Hill, Associate Commissioner for Field Support Services, Texas
Education Agency (unpublished speech delivered at Annual Conference of
the AASA/National Organization of County, Intermediate, and Educational
Service Agencies, New Orleans, Louisiana, February 13, 1979).
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TABLE 6
SELECTED 1977-78 DESCRIPTIVE DATA FOR TEXAS REGIONAL EDUCATION SERVICE CENTERS (RESCs)
Number Number Area in Distance to Refined Wealth Size of
Headquarters of of Square Farthest ADA Per Professional
Region Location Counties  LEAs Miles LEA Student Staff
"1 Edinburg 7 39 10,515 145« 147,986 § 39,029 0
11 Corpus Christi n 45. 11,414 101 94,523 88,009 15
[I1  _¥ictoria n a1 10,833 85 50,442 140,291 21
IV Houston 7 56 6,856 85 513,722 93,821 %8
V Besumont 6 ~-30 + 5,152~ -~ 70 83,362 - - 81,206 - -3
VI Huntsville 15 " 60 12,110 125 78,157 90,370° 79
Vil Kilgore 17 100 13,305 m 122,170 88,706 a1
Y111 Mount Pleasant n 49 6,419 70 48,534 7n,313 25
IX  Wichita Falls 12 40 10,513 70 37,827 85,345 38
X Richardson 8 81 6,548 73 347,930 76,447 103
, Xl - Fort Worth 10 82 7,745 87 206,871 67,939 37
XIl  Waco 12 82 11,316 100 89,619 62,230 a5
XIl{  Austin 15 60 12,957 90 126,995 79,748 93
X1y  Abilene 13 51 12,155 100 43,123 148,365 29
. San Angelo 18’ 49 25,224 165 42,314 85,522 26
Xvl  Amarillo 26 74 25,805 . 150 68,647 125,115 a8
XVII  Lubbock 20 65 18,966 112 79,757 182,231 13
XVIII  Midland 19 35 37,145 250 65,030 166,146 25
XIX  El Paso 2 13 5,095 120 102,438 44,762 53
XX San Antonio 14 50 15,945 150 226,957 48,135 94
TOTAL/A “RAGE " 254 1100 266,018 13 2,576,002 § 82,809 992

Sources: Stephens' multi-state ESA study, TEA data tapes for 1977-78 and Cis Myers (Office of

the Lieutenant Governor), Reaional Education Service Centers in Texas.

Comparison of Selected RESC Characteristics with Those of Some Other State

Networks. Additional perspective of RESCs can be jained by comparing selected
characteristics of the Texas Network with those of comprehensive networks

of ESAs in other states.

Table 7 on the following page highlights the following:

number of LEAs per region, enrolliment in public LEAs, land area of the region
served by the units in each network (in square miles), and the major thrusts of

the networks in providing services to public LEAs.

For the latter, emphasis is

given to whether or not the networks provide direct instructional services to
students, or instructional support services such as media and/or staff and
curriculum development for LEA staffs.
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TABLE 7

Y

State ) Number of LEAs in] LEA Earollment in Re- | Land Arca of Regjons o Mujor Programs awd Services
g Reporting Reglons gions, Fall, 1977 (sq. miles) : .
a ' ,
. (000's)
g |4 ——
i
-t - ’
S R § o
" " ] ] « -
HP g i3 ‘BN
23125 3 L] i L] :
Colorado 17 |16 6 | 20 | 10 4 83 22 | 2,000 {10,350 | 6,141 | staff and curriculum development, medla
Georgla 16 16 7 89 21 21 475 68 40 5,617 3,600 | atsff snd curriculum development
lowa 15 15 13 63 27 14 118 40 2,000 6,875 3,800 { stsff and curriculum development, media, some
direct Instructivu {especislly puplls with
. handlcapping conditions) . -
Michigan {58 |24 2 ] 36 | 11 5 482 57 s01 | 3,801 | 1,091 | direct instruction (including vocational/tech-
nicsl and puplls with handicspping conditions),
staff snd curriculum developwent, media, com-
putera
New York 44 44 6 56 15 k] 255 47 139 3,195 1,060 | direct instruction (lncluding vocational/tech-
nical and pupila with handicapplng conditions),
media, staff and curriculus developscnt, com-
puters
North Carolina| 8 6 16 21 19 69 211 128 3,450 8,823 5,845 | management, computers, staff development ser-
vices from SEA reglonal offices
Oklahoma 20 20 15 48 32 6 97 217 506 6,500 3,200 | ataff and curriculum development (primarily
R for programs for pupila with hsndicapping con-
i ) ditions) servicea from SEA regionsl offices
Pennsylvania 29 222 1 46 17 23 105 63 54 '3,950 1,560 | direct lnstruction (especially puplls with
handicapping condlitions), staff snd currliculum
development, media (also, selected services to
non-public schools)
‘i.u.....;;o.. 9 9 15 45 31 31 316 89 3,750 | 15,000 7,800 | steff aud curriculum development, media, com-
puters .
West Virginla | 8 8 4 12 6 31 12 51 ’ 1,528 5,155 2,846 | atsff and curriculum development
Wiscousin 19 19 14 44 23 20 180 49 633 5,600 2,900 | direct lnstruction (including pupils with
. handicapping conditiona), staff and curriculum
. development, media, Lomputers
A
Fexan 20 20 t3 {100 52 39 $81 136%| 5,100 12,145 713,300 | medss, corriculum and staff development, plan-
SUURRRUEE SN R A U SUN AU SN AN SR o) jmlng, computers e e
*Med lan enrollment, Fall, 1977, approximately 90,000 pupll; ) '
Source: Stephens' multi-state ESA study Q . ('1 ()
23 '
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CHAPTER 111
THEORETICAL BASIS FOR THE STUDY

The Texas study addresses the reguest for the oroposal's concern about
equity in the availability of ESA services to LEAs. Since half of the ques-
tions in the request related to LEA wealth, a major focus of the study deals
with the relationship of LEA wealth to LEA participation in RESC services. In
addition, however, effort is made to determine the impact of a number of LEA and
ESA variabies upon ac.quate and equitable access to ESA services.

Participation

Bs indicated earlier, adequate and equitable access is translated to the
equal ability of LEAs to get appropriate services, or services according to
need. Thus this study seeks insight into equity in the servic& system by
attempting to guage the extent of LEA use and desired use of RESC services.

Superintendents' Opinions. That assessment is based primarily upon the
judgement of LEA superintendents concerning the actual and desired participa-

tion.

1. The ESA client is the LEA, and the cardinal rule in Texas, as
in most states with ESAs, is that client use is voluntary. No
one except the LEA ultimately should decide what ESA programs
and services it needs and wants.

2. The LEA's interpretation of its use and desired use of ESA ser-
vices is generally best expressed through the superintendent.
In large districts, a designee in each may act for the super-
indendent, but most of the LEAs which fill the vast expanse
of Texas are-small, and the superintendent in each such district

1§ likely to be personally involved.* He or she probably serves

on the RESC Joint Advisory Committee and makes all or most of
the decisions about participation in RESC services.

3. In Texas, as in many states, comparable statistical reports
- (counts of dollars, students and staff) relating to partici-
pation in RESC services are not available’ for most services

on an LEA-by-LEA basis.

“:ard Data." In addition to obtaining opinions of LEA superintendents
concerning actual and desired participation in ESA services, the study
utilizes ESA reports of LEA participation, where data is available and compar-.
able. In Texas, the TEA requires the RESCs annually to report region-wide
expenditures, but it does not get LEA-by-LEA expenditures from the RESCs, except
in media services. Thus the study asks the KESCs to supply media data and
selected expenditure and other data on 236 randomly selected districts from the
684 LEAs which responded to the survey of actual and desired use of services.

*0f 684 respondents (from 1100 LEAs), 449 or 66%, were from schools of less
than 1000 students. The remaining 34% were almost equally divided among
the LEAs below 2501 ADA and those above 2509, 118 and 117 respectively.
.There are less than 200 LEAs in Texas with more than 2500 ctudents.

" 24 4;1
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The data on opinions of LEA superintendents, as well as the "hard data“
collected from RESCs, are to be analyzed by multiple regression and comparisons
of means.

Factors Whicn Influence PartiEipation

In addition to analyzing information concerning participation, perceptions
of LEA superintendent- 1ind RESC executive directors are sougnt concerning
factors which influence participation.

Differences in Actual and Desired Participation. ‘When differences exist
between actual and desired use of RESC services, what factors account for them?
The tabulatign of the factors are to be examired to see how they vary among
twenty-five services.

Incentives and Deterrents. Among possible incentives and deterrents, which
most influence LEA participation in RESC services? Is state and/or federal aid
more or less important than program quality or good communications between the
RE3Cs and LEAs? How do the perceptions of superintendents compare to those of
the executive directors? Comparisons are to be made of the means of superinten-
dents' responses upon statewide and regional bases, and upon differences in
wealth and size of LEAs.

Rank-Order of Major Influences. When forced to choose among influences and
rank-order them from strongest to weakest, what will be the responses of the LEA
superintendents and the executive directors? What will be the relationship of
their respective perceptions? Will perceptions vary among superintendents of
differing types of LEAs according to wealth and size?

The three-part investigations into possible factors '.nich influence LEA
participation in RESC services should contribute to improving perspectives of
the TEA, the RESCs and the LEAs concerning the funding and other conditions
which affect delivery of ESA services.

Study Questions =

1. What are the statewide averages of LEA uses of RESC services as
perceived by LEA superintendents? ’

2. What are the statewide averages of desired uses of RESC services as
~ perceived by LEA superintendents?

3. What are the statewide averages #&f uses and desired uses of RESC
serv.tes as perceived by superintendents of high-wealth and Tlow-
weal-- LEAs?

4. UWhat are the statewide averages of uses and desjred uses of RESC
services as perceived by superintendents of large and small LEAs?

5. What are the regional averages of LEA uses and desired uses as per-
ceived by .superintendents? How do they compare to statewide averages?
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11.

12,

13.

14.

15.

16.

17'

18.

19.

According to multiple regression analysis, how does participation, as
perceived by LEA superintendents, vary according to six LEA variables?

what do school superintendents cite as reasons for LEAs participating
in RESC services at less than desired-frequency?

what are the statewide and- regional means of participation in selected
RESC services by 224 randomly chosen LEAs, as measured by RESC records?

" What are comparisons of expenditures for selected RESC services in

forty-one large (ADA > 2500) and forty-four small (ADA < 2501) LEAs?

what are the comparisons of per pupil expenditures for selected RESC
services in forty-three rich and forty-two poor LEAS?

According to regression analysis, how does LEA participation in selected
RESC services, as measured by -RESC records, vary according to six LEA
variables and nine RESC variables?

How does LEA participation in RESC services vary among RESCs grouped
according to nine RESC characteristics? ‘

What degree of influences do LEA superintendents and RESC executive
directors, statewide, assign to possible incentives and deterrents to
ESA participation in ESA services? What is the.comparison of their
perceptions?

How do the incentive-deterrent perceptions of LEA superintendents vary
according to size and wealth of LEAs? .

How does the average of the perceptions of the superintendents\in each
region compare to the statewide averages and to the ranges of regional
averages concerning possible jincentives and deterrents?

How do the incentive-deterrent perceptions of LEA superintendents vary
according to the existence of their LEAs in regions clustered according
to nine RESC variables?

what are the statewide distribuytions and average rankings assigned to
six influencec on LEA participation in RESC services by LEA superinten-
dents and RESC executive &irectors?

what are the average rankings assigned to six influences on LEA partici-
pation in RESC services by superintendents in each region? How does each
region's response configuration compare to the statewide aVerage rankings
and to the ranking of the RESC executive director?

What rank-orders are assigned to six important influences on LEA

participation in RESC vervices, when superintendents' responses are
grouped according to regional variables?

13
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CHAPTER IV
METHODOLOGY

Texas evidenced considerable interest in the 26 state ESA descriptive study
from its outset. The multi-state project and the accessibility concern was
discussed briefly with-TEA officials, with RESC executive directors and with
chairmen of RESC boards of directors in a meeting in Austin in March, 1978. In
the summer which followed there was unanimous return of the descriptive study
instruments by the Z0 executive directors. That data is mow part of the national
perspective veing drawn on ESAs, and excerpts were utilized to develop regional
profiles for this "Texas study.'

Periodic telephone discussions with the TEA's Director of Regional Program
Development, Ernest Chambers, and with various RESC executive directors occurred
as *he instrumentation development began in late summer. In early October a
project staff member met with five executive directors and two Texas LEA super-
intendents concerning actual and desired uses of twenty-five RESC services.
Among the group were M. L. Fullerton and Raymond Trotter. Fullerton, the ¢
Executive Director of Region IX, was also *he chairman of the Planning and
Evaluation Committee of the Texas Elementary/Secondary School Planning Council,
which is composed of the 20 regional directors and Associate Commissioner for
Field Services, James Hill. Trotter was Pr2sident -of the Texas Association of
Community Schools, which is concer.cd with the interests of the Texas LEAs with
only one high school.* At Fulierton's irvitation a project staff member pre-
sented the revised draft of the instrument and other project plans to the
Planning and Evaluation Cormittee in Austin in late October. The committee
recommended participation to t.e full Planning Council on the following day.

The Council and James Hi1l, on behalf of the TEA, endorsed the plan. The
October trip to Austin was a key event in the project. "Great commitment of
Texas officials was demonstrated. They endorsed the first instrument, advised
the project staff on other data gathering and approved the general project plan.
In addition, the TEA agreed to provide mailing labels and base data tapes at a
nominal cost, and another meeting was held with Raymond Trotter concerning
endorsement of the praject. ) '

N \

During November, 1978, letters from Associate Comni sstoner Hill were
sent to all LEA superintenderts asking them to respond to the instrumentation.
Letters from the executive directors of the RESCs were also sent to LEAs encour-
aging the superinténdents to participate in the study. When the first instru-
ment packets were mailed to the 1100 LEA superintendents in November, 1978,
those going to LEAs below 2500 in refined ADA included Trotter's endorsement
letter on behalf on the Texas Association of Community Schools.**

*Project staff assumed that all or most LEAs with an enrollment under 2500
have a single senior high school. There are more than 900 such districts in
Texas.

**Tne first set of mailing labels for Texas LEAs listed the names and addresses
of 1107 superintendents. However, state funding for the offices of county
superintendents ceased in December, 1978. Apparently, seven small districts
merged with neighbors. The count of 1100 superintendents was affirmed on a
region-by-region tabulatinn.
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Data Sources.

The study utilized four sources of data.

,/;//////// 1. The Texas Education Agency (TEA) was very helpful. Computer tapes -

= and mailing labels were purchased and source documents obtained through
the Agency. Mr. Chambers was the TEA coordinator for the basic multi-
state descriptive study and liaison for this extension of the study.
The TEA and RESC executive directors provided state and regional
materials which aided project staff understanding of Texas.*

Under the direction of Ms. Cis Myers, Administrative Assistant, the
Office of the Lieutenant Governor published Regional Education,Service
‘Centers in Texas in February, 1977.[9]. Its comprehensiveness was
impressive. The book covered governance, staffing, funds and programs
and it developed profiles for each of the twenty regions. The publica-
tion and its author provided background and understanding to the
project staff. Another publication read with interest and benefit is .
Texas Regional Education Service Centers: A Review.[10]

2. Data from the multi-state descriptive study were used. One section was
completed by the TEA, another was executed by all twenty RESCs and yet
another part was completed by all directors and two TEA officials.

This brought the Texas profile up to date.

3. The 1100 superintendents of local education agencies were requested to
participate 1n a study of their actual and desired uses of 25 programs
and services offered by several or all RESCs in the state. The super-
intendents were also asked to indicate their reasons for differences
between actual and desired usage. In the same instrument, the super-
intendents were reques:ed to rate fifteen possible incentives and an
equal rumber of possible deterrents to participation in RESC services.
A sample of the respondents to this two-part probe was further re-
quested to rark order six factors according to their relative impor-
tance in influencing LEA participation in RESC services.

4. The twenty directors of the RESCs were asked to respond to the in-
centives-deterrents .nstrument and complete the rank-ordering exercise.
In addition, they were requested to provide actual partieipation data
on randomly selected districts 1n a few services where such data were
available.

Approaches Used in Data Reporting and Data Analysis.

The main data collection activities used in the case study were begun
in November, 1978, and ended in late February, 1979. A number of procedures
were employed for the reporting and analysis of the data secured through the use
cf the new, instruments ‘used in the study. An overview of the major instrumenta-
tion and major procedures used follows. (See instruments in Appendix B.)

* Among various materials received were computer printouts from
several RESCs concerning technical assistance services to LEAs.
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Actual and Desired Use of Services and Reasons for Differences. Since

comparable participation data consisting of counts of dollars and students or
other measures were quite limited it was necessary to find another way to gauge
participatiorn. And since it was important to also gauge the extent to which -
LEAs desired to participate, ®mphasis in the study was placed upon client
judgments.. Thus, initial attention to participation was devoted to actual and
desired uses of services, according to the judgment of the LEA superintendents:
An instrument entitled, "Comparisons of Extents of Actual and Desired Uses of
RESC Services in 1977-78 and Reasons for Differences, if Any", listed twenty-
five RESC programs and services in the following format.

k4

actual 1 2 3 4 5 6
4. Media, Equipment Repair .
desired 1 2 3 4 5 6

The one to six scale refers to the degree of participation:

1. Never 4, Frequently
2. Almost Never 5. Almost Always
3. Occasionally . 6. Always

The respondents were asked to circle, after “actual" and "desired", the appro-
priate degree of participation upon completing the following statements.

(actual) “When this RESC service was avajlable in 1877-78,
this LEA . used it."
(desired) "Th1s LEA should have used

this service in 19/77-7/8."

Responses from 684 superintendents were analyzed by comparisons of means
and by regression analysis for 25 RESC services. On a statewide basis, means of
‘perceived use were compared to those of desired use. The same analysis was done
for each region and compared to the statewide means. In addition, the responses
from 273 LEAs at the wealth extremes of seven size categories were divided into
two pairs of groups fo- large-small and rich-poor compar;sons of means in each
of 25 services. See-Figure 6, page 31, for these size and wealth categories.

Through multiple regression analysis, the actual and desired uses, accord-
ing to the perceptions of superintendents or their designees, were rela*tad to
six independent or possible “predictor" variables -- size, wealth, effort, staff
ratio, remoteness and ethnicity. [n addition to multiple regression analysis,
frequency counts were used to determine, on a service-by-service basis, which of
seven possible reasons were most responsible for utilization below the desired
levels. Reasons were:




1. No state/federa® aid .
2. Release time costs (substitutes, etc.)
3. Travel costs -
4. Travel time
. 5. RESC fees
6. RESC program quality
7. LEA not involved in planning N

Perceived Incentives and Deterrents to Participation. A list of fifteen
incentives and fifteen deterrents was also part of the instrument that went to
the 1100 superintendents in Texas. They were asked to, “Circle the degree of
influence of factors as incentives and deterrents to your LEA's participation in
RESC services." Responses were according to a five-point scale.

1. none (no incentive or deterrent)
2. weak (incentive or deterrent)
3. moderate (incentive or deterrent)
4, strong (incentive or deterrent)
5. very strong (incentive or deterrent)

In December this same instrument was sent to each executive director. The
fifteen incentives and fifteen deterrents remained the same. There were slight
wording changes. Whereas the LEA superintendent was asked about "your LEA" or
“this LEA," each RESC executive director was asked about, “the LEAs in your
region. "

In addition to analyzing the means of the responses to compare the degrees
of influence assigned to the various incentives and deterrents, the statewide
means of the superintendents were compared to tnose of the twenty RESC executive
directors, and to the means of the superintendents' responses from each region.
Finally, the same divisions of the 273 responses analyzed for large-small and
rich-poor comparisons of actual and desired uses, was used for similar compar-
isons of incentive-deterrent responses. :

Rankings of Six Perceived Influences in Participation. From among the
684 participants in the first survey all eight respondents in Region XIX and
.twelve randomly selected LEAs in every other region, a total of 236 LEAs, were
asked to do the following on a post-card survey. "Please-.rank order the factors
below from strongest(l) to weakest (6) according to ye@r opinion of their
relative importance in influencing LEA participat1on4(3 RESC services. (Use all
6 numbers in the ranking.)" .\\> §

A. LEA wealth
B. LEA size (enrollment) :
C. LEA remoteness (distance from RESC)
D. RESC program quality
E. RESC leadership _ _
F. LEA leadership

_ This same information was obtained from the executive directors on the same
instrument that listed the incentives and deterrents. The mean¢$ of the rankings
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were tabulated so that comparisons of the LEA responses with those of the

. executive directors could be made on a statewide and regional basis.

‘ LEA “Hard-Date" Participation in Selected RESC Services. Despite the
difficulty of getting comparable measures, the exploration of "hard-data" was

not abandoned. The 20 RESCs were asked to supply actual participation data on

" selected services for each of 12 randomly chosen districts. The one exception,

as noted earlier, was Region XIX, where data for eight districts were sought.
(These 236 districts were also used for contacting LEA superintendents directly
in the post-card survey.) After the sample LEAs in his region had been identi-
fied, each regional director was asked to indicate how much each LEA spent with
RESC for media, driver education and computer services, and how much each LEA
spent .for all services in 1977-78. In addition, RESC was asked to count the
number of students who participated in driver education, and the number of
technical assistance contacts made with each identified LEA.

The usable data was run against the same independent variables used in
aralyzing the responses from LEA superintendents on extent of actual and desired
uses. The multiple regression analysis was also used to determine what predictor
relationship, if any, nine RESC variables migut have on LEA participation in the
selected services indicated above. The RESC variables were: size, wealth,
expenditure (federal, state, local and tota:) levels, size of staff, remoteness
and number of LEAs. Mezns of participaticn data were compared among regions
clustered according to dimensions of the nine RESC variables.

Statewide and regional means were computed and compared, as were.means of
the rich and poor districts among eighty-five LEAs stratified by six size
categories. The results of the hard data analyses were examined to see whether
or not general and/or specific correlations existed with perceived participation.

Response Rate.

The LEA instrument mailed to 1100 superintendents consisted of both sides
of a legal-size sheet. Table 9 shows the number and percent of respondents on
a region-by-region basis. The sixty-two percent response, statewide, for such
a formidable instrument, reflects the effectiveness of the advocacy of key
officials concerning participation in the study. '

A1l 20 RESC directors executed and returned the December instrument which
requested them to rank-order six influences and indicate their opinions of the
degree to which certain factors acted as incantives or deterrents to LEA par-
ticipation in-RESC services.

The unanimous response of the directors was not quite matched in the
request for "hard data" on 236 selected districts, but 19 of the 20 RESCs re-
sponsed on 224 districts, So percent of the random sample.* The geographic
distribution of the 224 districts is shown in Figure 7.

*Participation data for 12 districts in Region V not received.
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. The LEA superintlndents responded promptly to the post-card rank order
instrument. From the 236 instruments dispatched, 200 (85%) usable replies were
received. Table 10 shows the number and percentage of responses. ‘

TABLE 8
DATA COLLECTION

Oistribucion Responsa
Number

Qata. Sought Sourzse Distributed Number fercant
Perceived Oegrae of Supsrintandents 1700 684 82.2
L=A Use and Desired

Use of RESC Services

AESC Receipts (RESCs Records) 236¥/ 24/ 9.3 )
Incentives-Jeterrents Superintandents 1300 534 §2.2
o Participation Directors 20 20 100.8
Rank-Order of Six Superintandents 236 290 84.7
Influencas cn Partic- Jirectars 20 20 100.9

_ ipation (Pest cards)

a/ sample included 12 LZAs per RESCs, excegt 8 from Region X1X.
»/ Report on 12 diswricts in one region not received.

Usable Data

In the "hard data" reports from RESCs, an ambiguous portion of the instru-
ment obtained poor data on total LEA expenditures and replies were not usable.
A11 other data were used except the technical assistance counts and replies
that cou.d not be coded. The technical assistance counts were dropped because
they are rot standardized from one region to another. Some RESCs count them not
at all. It was not possible to make reliable comparisons. Driver education
data were included in summaries of expenditures for selected services, but
dropped from isolated comparisons because they were too scattered to be com-
parable.

Six handred eighty four instruments out of 699 returns were used in the
use-desired use and incentive-deterrent analyses. Many phone calls were made to
clarify responses, but only 15 were not usable.

Only eight of 210 post-card replies were dropped because of uncodable
replies.

-
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TABLE 9 . -

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF RESPONSES FROM- SUPERINTENOENTS ON LEA USE AND DESIRED
USE OF RESC SERVICES, REASONS FOR OIFFERENCES BETWEEN USE AND OESIRED USE,
AND, ON INCENTIVES ANO DETERRENTS WHICH INFLUENCE PARTICIPATION

Region * Number Number Percantage
. Number of LEAs Returned
I ' 39 21 _ 54
1 5 28 62
1 41 26 63
v 56 _ 49 . 38
v 0 14 47
v _ 60 7 62
VIl 100 65 65
VIII 9 26 . 53
IX 40 0 53
X . 81 61 63
X1 82 51 62
. XI1 & 90 u 49
X1l oo 37 < 62
’ XY 51 2 63
SV 49 40 a2
') G 74 e - 61
viL " 65 41 63
XVIII 33 ' 16 48
XIX , 13 8 62
XX- | 50 27 54
-TOTAL : 1100 684 62.2
/ ’
/ 5 35
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TABLE 10.

POST CXRD SURVEY: REGIONAL RESPONSES FROM SUPERINTENDENTS ON THE RANK-ORDERING
OF SIX INFLUENCES ON LEA PARTICIPATION, IN RESC SERVICES -

- Region ~ Number Number Response Rate
Number Mailed Returned (Percentage)
I .12 S 92
11 12 10 83
111 12 10 83
IV 12 10 75
v 12 . 1 92
VI 12 10 83
VII 12 : 1 92
VIII 12 ) 10 - 83
x 12. n 92
X ¢ 12 omn 92
X1 12 9 75
XI1 C12 9 75
XIl1 12 8 - 67
XIV 12 9 75
XV 12 . n 92
Xv1 12 n -2
XVII 12 10 T 83N
XVITI 12 1 92
XIX 8 6 75 .
XX : 12 N 92
. TOTAL 236 200 85
36




CHAPTER V

FINDINGS

Many questiuns were asked in the Texas study and much information was
collected in an effort to answer them. To the extent feasible, data are

- . portrayed in tchles and graphs to facilitate reeding. Readers interested

in regional similarities and contrasts will find regional graphs (in the
appendix) and tables of special interest, but they should be cautioned not
to make value judgments about the RESCs as a result of studying tnis mate-
rial. This study makes no pretense of evaluating regions. The focus is on
LEA pacticipatian in RESC services, its relationship to desired participa-
tion, and implications of the data for equity in access to RESC programs
and services. These findings are organized according to the project ques-
tions raised .1 pages 25 and 26.

A. FINDINGS ACCORDING TO STUDY QUESTIONS

Juestion 1: What are the statewide averages of LEA uses of RESC services
as_perceived by LEA superintendents?

In addition to showing the averages, (0), cf use, Figure 8 also shows
the ranges ot .he regional averages. The lower ranges on the repair of media
equipment (4), studen: computer terminals (7), cooperative’ purchasing (20),
adult basic education (21), and health services (23) result from the services
not being offered in some regions. (In such cases, LEAs wanting a service
are sometimes able to get it from a neighboring RESC.) Conversely, the ser-
vices with the highest averages, film library (2), Child Find (8), special
education in-service (9), and bus driver training (13), are offered by all
regions. Other variations in the average uses will bé mentioned in relation
to desired uses in the next gquestion.

Question 2: What ar the statewide averages of desired LEA uses of RESC ser-
vices 45 perceived by LEA superintendents?

r

I* is important for the reader to consider desired and actual uses
togetner. The averages (O) in Figure 8 indicate a remarkable degree of
agreement in Texas between the two -- an indication that the clients, the
LEAs, are generally well satisfied with RESC services. The .loseness of
desired and actual uses also explains the variations in the means from ser-
vice to service. - [n other words, c~me services are used more often than
others pecause some are 2eded more often.

Although the Hifferences of the means of actual and desired uses are

small and reflect a high Jegree of client satisfaction, they are, nonetheless,

tatistically significant because of the large number of superintendents,

84, who responded. Orly four differences, those in Child Find (8), bus

river training (13), bilingual education (17), and migrant education (18)
were not statistically significant. The service areas in which clients
desires rost exceed perceived usage are media e'tiipment repair (4), student
?omputer terminals (7), pupil services (11), girted and talented (19), and
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cooperative purchasing (29). These differences reflect the absence or near
absence of the services in some regions. The regional variations are depicted

on the regional graphs in the appendix.

Question 3: What are the statewide averages of uses and desired uses of RESC
services as perceived by superintendents of high-wealth and lTow-wealth LEAS?

As shown by Table 11, there are no appreciable differences between the
responses of superintendents of the rich districts and those of the poor ones
when comparisons of perceptions are made. The largest single difference in
perceived usage, from 2.5 to 3.0, finds the poor districts using media
equipment repair services (4) more than the rich districts use them. One
service, adult basic education (21), shows a difference of 2.4 to 2.0 with
the greater usage attributed to rich districts. The seeming paradox of the
poor using a contract payment service more than the rich use it, the rich using
a free service more than it is used by the poor, may be explained by factors
other than wealth. Clearly, it is possible that the poor contract with RESC
for media repair because the alternative might cost more. Since rich districts
are likely to also be small ones, it is Iikely that they prefer to share adult
basic education (ABE) programs. It is equally possible, however, tnat the
rich-poor relationships on these two services are coincidental fall-outs of
reyional policy decisions on official service offerings. As will be noted later
in the "hard data" analysis, the big users of media repair are in regions I,
VII, VIIT, IX, XVIII, and XIX. The group includes the richest and poorest two
regions in the state. Two regions are in the "averaye wealth" range, one is
"below average" and sixth is quite poor.

The 273 LEAs in this sample represent wealth extremes in specific size
categories. The data clearly reflect perceived equality in the use of RESC
services among rich and p.or. As will be noted later, this great agreement
in perceptions is not always substantiated by comparisons of the actual "hard
data" usace concerning these same LEAs. Thus, while generally reasonable agree-
ment between real and perceived usage is depicted in this study, there is per-
ceived equity everi when unequal participation is shown in the LEA participation

records of the RESCs.

Similarly, Table 11 indicates there is considerable agreement in the
levels of services desired by rich and poor districts when the effect of size
is reduced. In 17 of the 25 services, differences range from zero to 0.2 on
the six-point scale. Though the differences in the other eight services are
not dramatic, they may be noted with interest. The rich desire more coopera-
tive purchasing services (20) than the poor districts; and the poor prefer more
career education (15) and health services (23) than the rich districts desire.
The poor also desire more instructionai materials for the handicapped (10) and
more diagnostic and counseling services (11) from RESC; whereas the rich desire
more in adult education. In the computer area the rich districts want more
business services (6) than the poor, the poor want more student terminals (7)

than the rich.




TABLE 11

AVERAGE DEGREES OF uSE AND DESIRED USE OF RESC SERVICES BY 145 RICH AND
128 POOR LEAs, AS PERCEIVED BY LEA SHUPERINTENDENTS OR THEIR OESIGNEES
RESC Programs And Servicas Use ' Desired Use
Rich Poar Rich Pcor

1. Planning, Evaluation/Accred. 3.9 4.2 4.2 4.3
2. Media, Film Library 4.8 4.9 5.0 4.9
3. Media, In-service 3.6 3.6 3.9 3.9
4. Media, Equipment Repair 2.5 3.9 3.5 3.7
5. Computers, Student Acctg. 3.1 3.1 3.4 3.4
5. Computzrs, Business Serv. 3.3 3.1 3.6 3.3
7. Computers, Students Terminals 2.0 2.0 2.5 2.8
8. Special Ed., Child Find 3.7 3.8 3.6 3.8
9. Special Ed., In-Service 4.0 4.1 4.1 4.2
10. Special Ed. Materials (SEIMC) 4.0 4.3 4.2 4.5
11. Pupil Services 3.1 3.3 3.4 3.7
12. Crine Prev. & Orug Ed. 4.3 4.4 4.2 4.4
13. B8us Oriver Training 4.9 4.9 5.0 4.9
14. Oriver Education 3.2 2.9 3.5 3.3
15. Career Education 3.4 3.5 3.6 4.0
16. Diffusiorn, Prem. Pract., etc. 3.0 2.9 3.1 3.3
17. B8ilinqual Education 2.9 3.0 2.9 3.1
18. Migrant Education 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5
19. Gifted and Talented 2.8 2.6 3.5 3.7
20. Cooperative Purchasing 2.3 2.2 3.1 2.6
21. Adult Basic Education 2.4 2.0 2.5 2.2
22. Right to Read - 3.1 3.0 3.4 3.4
23. Health Servicas 1.9 2.1 2.3 2.7
24. Mamt. Services (other) 2.4 2.6 2.5 2.8
25. In-service Ed. (other) 1.6 3.7 3.9 4.0
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Question 4: what are the statewide averages of uses and desired uses of RESC -
services as perceived by superintendents of large and small LEAs?

The sample of 273 school districts was broken into two groups, those LEAs
above and those below 2500 in average daily attendance. Table 12 shows the
means of actual and desired participation for the two groups. Unlike Table
11, which shows little or no difference among the wealth groups compared, these
data show that there are differences in usage and desired usage between large
and small districts in several services.

The most notable differences, as expected, are in computer services.
The large districts indicate greater use in all three categories, student
accounting (5), business services (6), and student terminals (7). The dif-
ferences are consistent with the desired use expressed, although both groups
indizate greater gaps between actual and desired use in student terminals
than in other computer services. Greater usage and desired usage are also
indicated for the larger districts in Child Find (8), special ecucation mater-
ials (10), driver education (14), diffusion (16), bilingual education {(17),
and gifted and talented (19). While there is little difference between actual
and desired usage in the first four services of this group, there are gaps
in diffusion and, especially, in gifted and talented. This reflects the limited
adequacy and/or availability of the latter service despite the desire for it.
The small districts exceed the usage of the larger districts in ten of the
twenty-<ive services. The largest differences are in planning and ascreditation
El)s media equipment repair (4), bus driver training (13}, and career education

15). 4

Question 5: What are the regional averages of LEA uses and desired uses as
perceived by superintendents? How do they compare to statewide averages?

In the appendix 20 regional profiles of means for perceived use and
desired use are graphed. Readers interested in particular regions should
examine the graphs to find which services, if any, are desired more than state
averages, and which may be desired less. The curious will note throughout
this report, that differences in participation, or in desired participation,
or in perceptions of factors influencing participation, almost always are
greater between regions than between different categories of LEA clients.

The notable exceptions are the absence of perceived need and use of computer
services in very low-enrollment LEAs, and the exclusive presence of bilingual
and migrant education in schools with targeted minority populations. These
differences reflect policy decisions at the state and federal levels (the
Tocations of coputer centers and services to targeted populations), and the
discretion of RESCs to tailor programs to regional needs presumably expressed
by the LEAs. As one TEA official said, "That's the way it ought to be --
regional policy should reflect clients' needs.”

Question 6: According to multiple regression analysis, how does participation,
as perceived by LEA superintendents, vary according to six LEA variables?

Multiple regression analysis was used in two ways. First, it was used
to see what tendencies are suggested between LEA independent variables and
the dependent variable, LEA participation in RESC services. Thus, it enabled
a more comprehensive analysis than the comparisons of means alone. Secondly,
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TABLE 12

AVERAGE DEGREES OF USE AND DESIRED USE OF RESC SERVICES B8Y
101 LARGE (ADA >2500) LEAs AND 8Y 172 SMALL (ADA <2501)
LEAs AS PERCSIVED 8Y LEA SUPERINTENDENTS OR THEIR DESIGNEZS

RESC Programs And Services Use Desired Use

Large Small Large Small

. 1. Planning, Evaluation/Accred. 3.5 4.3 3.8 5.5
2. Media, Film Library 4.7 4.9 4.9 5.0
3. Media, [n-Servica 3.4 3.8 3.8 4.0
4. Media, Equipment Repair 2.2 3.2 2.9 4.1
5. Computers, Student Acctg. 4.0 2.6 1.4 2.3

, 6. Computers, Business Serv. 4.4 2.5 4.5 2.8 4
7. Computers, Student Termina]s 2.8 1.5 3.6 2.0
8. Special Ed., Child Find 4.2 3.5 4.2 3.3
9. Special id., In-Service T4 4.0 4.4 4.0

10. Special £d. Materials (SEIMC) 4.3 4.0 4.5 4.2
11. Pupil Servicas 3.2 3.1 3.5 3.5
12. Crime Prev. & Orug Ed. 4.0 4.5 4.1 4.5
13. Bus Driver Training 4.4 5.2 4.5 5.2
14. Oriver Education 3.5 2.8 3.3 3.2
15. Career Education 3.1 3.7 3.5 4.0
16. Of+ffusion, Prom. Pract., etc. 3.1 2.8 3.7 3.1
17. 8ilingual Education 3.3 2.7 3.5 2.7
18. Migrant Education 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.4
19. Gifted and Talented 3.1 2.5 4.0 3.4
20. Cooperative Purchasing 2.3 2.2 2.7 2.9
21. Adult Basic Education 2.3 2.2 2.4 2.6
22. Right to Read 3.0 3.2 3.4 3.5
23. Health Servicas 1.9 2.2 2.3 2.6
24. Mgmt. Services (other) 2.5 2.4 2.9 2.6
25. In-servaca Ed. (other) 3.4 3.8 3.8 4.0
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it was used to add depth to the understanding of relat.onships indicated by
comparisons of means.

Two kinds of correlations are portrayed in Table 13. Tidc first is the
“initial relationship" or that correlation abiding when all variables are
operative. Symbols standing alone in the table, or as the first of paired
symbols, refer to these correlations. The second, or the partial correlation,
is the “unique association" existing when the effects of other variables have

*  presumably been removed. Such correlations are indicated in the table only as
the second symbol in paired symbols. Correlations which are statistically
significant to the .01 level are indicated by P, for positive, and N, for
negative. Those significant to the .05 level are shown by p and n. In addi-
tion to examining relationships in the 25 individual program or service areas,
the multiple regression analysis was applied to three groups of services.

Item 26, “combined in-service", pools responses for items 1, 3, 9, 15, 19, and
25 as "technical assistance" services. Item 27 combines media services 2, 3,
and 4, and item 28 combines computer services 5, 6, and 7. It was assumed that
the grouping of certain services with some common characteristics might reveal
more reliable correlaticns.

Size. The correlations here essentially confirm the size comparisons of
means shown in Table 12. The superintendents of small districts tend to see
their LEAs as using RESC planning, evaluation/accreditation (1), media (2, 3,
4), crime and druyg prevention (12), ana bus driver training (13) services more
than the uses perceived by superintendents of larger districts. These corre-
lations are all significant to the .01 level for the groupings.

Wealth. There is not a single positive correlation or a unique associa-
tion depicted in the entire wealth column of Table 13. There are some negative
correlations which suggest that the superintendents of poor districts see their
LEAs as using some RESC services more than the reported uses by superintendents
of other districts. There is no confirmation or denial of the comparisons of
means for rich and poor, Table 11. The negative relationships in items 5 and 28
are expected because there is a negative correlation in Texas between school .
wealth and size. In extremes of wealth, the negative relationship is emphatic.
Larger districts tend to be poorer “han small ones. As will be seen later in
the "har¢ data" analysis, however, results differ when the effects of size are
accounted for and computer usage is examined among districts of extreme wealth
categories.

Where wealth and size are both negative, as in items 1 and 2 for example,
there is the suggestion that the poor small districts make greater use of some
RESC services than do other districts. At this point, great caution should
be exercised relative to the influences of wealth on participation. But a
tendency for the less wealthy districts to use cost-free (no charges to LEAs)
services more than the high-wealth districts is suggested.

Effort. The superintendents of those LEAs with lower “true value" property
tax rates see themselves as using RESC services to a greater degree than that
perceived by superintendents of districts with higher tax rates. The results
in this column of Table 13 show a stronger negative correlation in items 9 and
10 than is shown for any other single relationship in the table except that for
remoteness and computers in items 6 and 28.
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CORRELATTONS AND PARTIAL CORRELATIONS ESTABLISHED THROUGH MULTIP
REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR THE RELATIONSHIP OF SIX INOEPENOENT
LEA VARIABLES TO LEA PARTICIPATION IN RESC SERVICES

Code for level of significance:

P anc

TABLE 13

partial corrslations, or indicators of “unique associations® when the effects of other vari-
ables are removed, exist in this Table only as the second symbol fn paired symbols.
existing singly, or as the first of paired symbols, refer to *{nit1al associations" or cor-
relations when all variables are operative.
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Staff Ratio. As expected, the staff ratio column is similar to the
size column. There are few students per teacher in small schools. The re-
lationship expressed in items 26 and 27 are even stronger than the size re-
lationship because there are partial correlations in addition to the initial
associations depicted.

Remoteness. The relationship under this variable should be expected to
be opposite of those for size. The regional service centers are located in
the most populous parts of the regions, and they tend to be closer to the urban
and suburban LEAs than to the more remote and smaller rural districts. Thus,
in computer services, strong negative correlations exist. The larger and
nearer LEAs use them more. Weaker, but positive relationships, suggest greater
use of some services -- planning (1), media in-service (3), bilingual (17), and
migrant education (18)--by remote districts.

Ethnicity. Two expected and important program relationships are depicted
under ethnicity. There are strong positive corelations indicating that bi-
lingual (17) and migrant education (18) are utlized in LEAs with higher per-
centages of Mexican Americans. Ther is a negative correlation between each of
these offerings and LEA usage in LEAs with higher concentrations of black
students.

Those correlations under special education, Child Find (8), and combined
in-service (26) are puzzling because the services exist in every RESC. It is
thus suggested that the superintendents of predominantly Mexican American
districts see their LEAs using Child Find more than use in other districts 1s
perceived by other superintendents. The contrast is greatest with schools with
relatively high percentages of black students, whose superintendents see their
¢istricts usine Child Find and combined in-service education less than other
superintendents see usage in other LEAs.

Since mecia equipment repair (4) and cooperative purchasing (20) are not
offered by all RESCs, it is possible that correlations are coincidental. No
logical program relationship to ethnicity 1s apparent.

Question 7:  What do;;ggggl superintendents in Texas cite most frequently csS
reasons for LEAs participating in RESC services at less than desired frequency?

Table 14 is a very important one for those who wish to understand client
reaction to specific RESC services. [t shows, for example, that only one
respondant superintendent does not desire services for gifted and talented stu-
dents, whereas 349 do not desire computer terminals for student use. It fur-
ther indicates that only eight percent of the respondents desire more and/or
better training for their bus drivers, but 40 percent and 33 percent, respec-
tively, desire new or more frequent services for gifted and talented youth,
and for repair of -media equipment.

Despite the «bundance of numbers in the table, careful examination of it
indicates uncommon LEA satisfaction with RESC services in Texas. Not one ser-
vice finds as many as half of the clients using it less than desired despite
tha fact that a few services are not offered in several regions. In more than
half of the 25 services the average difference perceived between actual and
desired uses is 0.2 or lecs on a six-point ~cale. The overall average, swollen
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¥ TABLE 14

SUMMARY OF 584 SUPERINTENOENTS' RESPONSES CONCERNING
PERCEIVED USE ANO DESIRED USE OF RESC SERVICES IN 1977-78

Reasons Cited for Lu: Than Cesired Use']

53 5 2 L= g
e s S |3 EHEE S e iy, |8
rograms and Services ] = 3 Folselzz| g (.39 [ ¥ P lu8g
: '-3“ ol LA I F R AR R R R A
iw"‘.zu::aasuwx%: Pl gt
Q23|83 |wd|Z2ES |2 |25 2| ¥ |2 182
1. Planning, Evaluation/Accreditation 668 | 171104 ! 16}0.2] 10} 16 21} 15§ 20 6 1\23) 17
2. Media, Film Library - 1e83] 12) s0| 9lo.r] of sl 2} 1| el 10 1
3. Media, [n-service 672 | 181166} 220 0.2] 11 ] 10| (e9)f 28] 29] s| 22| &
3. vedia, Ecuipment Repair 652 12¢ 1247 | 18] 1.0 Es'sj 1s] 2] ul isi w3l 7
5. Comouters, Pupil Accounting 658 ) 217 {1e2 | 221 0.3] 1129 s 12} sl 21 1a
5. Computars, Susiness Services s49 |278 1126 | 18] 0.3] & 7| 3] 7] 10l 21] 22
7. Comouters, Student Terwinals 630 1349168 | 27/ 0.5 (69 (e}l 6| 2 21Ggl 7| 32
3. Sosciai tducation, Child Find séa | 98| 93} 1al0.0f 71 7] s{ ] ot 2f 3l 7
9. Soecial Education, [n-service §79 1 35{100{ 151 d.1 3 3 @ 15 17 4| 174 10
10. Svecial Iducation Materdals (SEIMC) | 676 | 29| 96| 18f0.2] s s ] 12{ 6] 2] 6] s
1i. Pupil Services (psycnological, o:c._',J_"67 841182 2710.41(29)) 18} 16} 19 19) 11! Q) 14
12. Crime Prevention & Orug £ducation 6811 22 89} 13}{0.0 1 34 12) 121 11 4 | \17 5
13. 3us Griver Training 679| 30) s1| slo.0o] 1] 4] 10lCaf 1s] s| 12] 3
14. Jriver Education 654 |236 [ 113 | 17]0.¢] 0} 11 { 10} 17] 15|28} 11} 15
15. Caresr Education 577 | sof1sa | 23J0.31 13 @)1yl 21| s a1] 12
16. Oiffusion, Promising Practices, etc.] 620 (124 | 110 | 18] 0.2| 19 | 12] (@)} 16 15| 3] 13] 20
17. Bilinqual Education s62 213 (121 | 18Jo.tl 10 f 3] st o] 12t 2]C@) v
18. Migrant Educaticn ) 655 1312 ] 7s | 11]o.0f 10 ] tf 3} 3f 3f 1] 13]G
19. Gifted and Talented 658 | 1261} 0f0.8{(aD G ()I(G 25| 5| 29[
20. Cooperative Purchasing 649 262 | 167 | 28] 0.6100)} 61 11 3] ] 1]l ula
21. Adult Basic Education 646 1302 | 102 | 18] 0.3 ol 3! 5] s 1l &l
22. *ignt to tead 564 {153 [ 146 | 22]0.3] 3| 17 (9| 20] 1] 16] 18
23. dealth Services 666 253|143 | 2210.4{ (9 ) 1s] 131 16] 12| 2] 7} 1s
24. Management Services (other) 629 (211 85| 1a]0.2{ (29 3 71 7] | 1| 7} 12
25, In-service Education (otner) g67 | 700117 | 1810.20 3| al(29 29 201 3! 200 5
{n-service jrouo (1,3,3,15.19 & 25) 4021 {203 (382 ] 2210.34 92 {130 (196)50 132 | 281421 38
“edia group (2,3 & 9) 2007 | 154 {453 | 23/0.6 [(167)] 31| 353 | s0f 8] 32 s8] 14
Comouter group (5,68 7) 1937 a4 1a2¢ | 22]0.a] 78 [(99)| 14 i 21] 20 [fs6)] 39| 78

—_— — g = —.
Grand total, 25 services 16485 3500 3156 19 0.4 @ 371 373 347 333 283 @ 7

Three different clusters of services with ona or more charsctaristicy common to esch cluster, are
showr, 3t the dottom of the above 1ist of services. The six in-service, or staff development services,
are tachnical assistance types aimed at “2lping staff {n the [cAs improve instructiomal practices. They
are also grouped because most are provided without cost %0 the LEAs. Although the method of suppe:t for
each of the media services is generally differmnt, they deal with a common top.c. One tachnological ares
includes the three ¢ ter services, the group which reoresents the major "\ expenditures for RESC ser-
vices on a statewide Dasis.

*One hundred thirty respondents {ndicated no discreoancy whatsoever in the levels of service used and
desired. Of the 507 war identified some difference, seventy-seven cited no reason for such difference,
4nd the remaining 477 checked one or more reasons for sach ¢iscrepancy. Thus, the sum of the eight
columns under “ressors cited...” may be more or less ihan the number of responses in -he "less than
desired use” column, 6
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a bit by services unavailable in some regions is 0.355, rounded to 0.4 in the
table.

Though the extent of dissatisfaction is extremely small, its analysis is
quite instructive. The primary reason(s) for participating less than desired
in services are circled in the table. Release time costs are the leading deter-
rent in in-service education, RESC fees keep some LEAs out cf tomputer services
and driver education, the absence of state or federal aid limits participation
in the much-desired services for gifted and talented, and “not cffecred" leads
five service areas and provides the highest total of any reason cited for not @
participating sufficiently in RESC services.

There are services where combinations of reasons best explain non-partici-
pation. While 349 respondents, more than the number for any other,service,
indicate no use of student computer terminals is desired, ancther 168 wish to
begin or to increase the use of te~minals in their LEAs. Sixty-nine of these do
not have the service available, but 49 and 46 replied, respectively, that use.
would be started or increased if state or federal aid were available, and/or if
RESC computer fees were lower or non-existent. Apparently, some RESCs may - .- .w=-——
offer few services for gifted and talented children, but the absence of state or
federal aid and release time costs are more often cited as participation
inhibitors.

The leading prohibition to the use of RESC services is the non-availability
of them, cited 683 times overall and representing four percent of the possible
responses. The quality of RESC programs trailed the costs of released time
and uncffered services as the leading inhibitor of participation in specific
services. But program quality, for the full range of services, was cited more
frequently than any other reason for limited use of .available services. Readers
should be reminded, however, that 441 responses under program quaiity is a mere
2.7 percent of the dissatisfaction which could have been expressed.

Question 8: What are the statewide and regional means of participation in
selected RESC services by 224 randomly chosen LEAs, as measured by RESC records ?

Requested data on receipts for certain services, student counts in driver
education and contact counts in technical assistance services were received t~om
19 regional offices. Reaion XIX provided data on all eight LEAs that partici-
pated in the November survey of superintendents and 18 of the other 19 regions
responded for twelve districts in each. The driver education student counts
and the technical assistance counts did not provide useful and comparable data
and were dropped from the analyses. The remaining data consisted of receipts
from LEAs for media, driver education, and computer services. The driver
education participation was too sporadic for meaningful illustration by graph,
but the receipts are shown in Table 15 and included in the graphed totals in
Figure 11.

Media. The State of Texas provides a maximum matching amount of one dol-
lar per pupil for the use of regional media film services. Each RESC receives
" that matching dollar or a portion thereof from the state, according to its
receipts from the LEAs for use of the film library. Figure 9 indicates that
most regions charge the LEAs at or near the one dollar level. The average
regional amounts for the samplec twelve districts are lower in Regions I, VI,
and XVI-because there is one non-participant among the sampled LEAs in each
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region. The non-participants in I and VI are relatively large. The two other
regions noticeably under the dollar per pupil level for film library are VII
and XI. The former averaged seventy-three cents per pupil in its sample
district, and Region XI-averaged ninety-four cents. Region'VII, however,
collected an additional twenty-seven cents for equipment repair. The con-
spicuous use of the equipment repair service is in Regions VIII and XIX, There
was unanimous participation of the reported LEAs. The amount in Region XIX,
$1.17 per pupil reflects heavier-than-usual needs in the large LEAs in 1977-78.

©

FIGURE 9 - a

REGIONAL MEANS OF TOTAL LOCAL EXPENDITURES PER PUPIL FOR RESC MELIA
SERVICES (FILM LIBRARY + EQUIPMENT REPAIR) COMPARED TO THE STATE,
MEAN AND THE STATE MAXIMUM MATCHING LEVEL ($1.00/PUPIL)

$ per $ per
pupil (n = 224. The sample includes 12 LEAs per region except pupil
far Region V, no data, snd Region XIX, 8 LEAs.)
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Oriver Education. Every RESC reported that it provides driver education

services. 1nhere are great variations, however, among and within regions, on
. the nature and extent of services utilized. Some regions apparently offer

the full range of services -- in-service education for teachers, classrooms,
simulator and behind-the-wheel ifistruction and/or simulator rental. An LEA in
such a region could contract for one or all. In other regions most LEAs
presumably provide their own services and RESC offerings are meager. No usage
at all was recorded in the sample districts in four regions. This sporadic
picture reflects no particular LEA or RESC independent variable such as size,
wealth, remoteness or ethnicity, so it was not separately graphed. It ic
reported, however, in columns 10 and 11 in Table 15. The important variables
reflectéd are program philosophy and leadership pricrities at the LEA and RESC
. levels.
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Computer Services. Little supplemental comment is needed for the com-
puter services usage depicted by per pupil receipts in Figure 10. All nina-
teen reporting regions have users of pupi! accounting and business services.®
Combined usage of the two services is smallest in Region VIII, which has
several small districts with low or modest resources. It is generally
greatest in the more populous regions where computers are located (IV, X,

XI, XiX, and XX). However, Regions VI, IX, XVII, and XVIII averages more
than $2.00 per pupil for pupil accounting and business services. The two
biggest users of student terminals, Regions IV and IX, are the largest and
smal last ADA regions, respectively, in the state. Of the six other regions
where student terminals are in evidence in the sample LEAs, Region XV has

the highest per pupil receipts. Region VIII is the only one wnich sells more
student terminal services than the combination of pupil accounting and busine
services. But Region IV, at $3.40 per pupil in student terminals in its samp
districts, not only leads all regions in the provision of such services, it
leads the state in per pupil and total receipts for any cre category of compu
services. This probably leads the state, also, in per pupil receipts for any
other single service on a region-wide hasis.

FIGURE 10

REGIONAL KEANS OF LOCAL EXPENDITURES PER PUPIL FOR
~==  RESC COMPUTER SERVICES (PUPIL ACCOUNTING + BUSINESS
SERVICES + STUDENT TERMINALS)
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(n = 224. The sample Iincludes 12 LEAs per region
except for Region V, no data, and Region XIX, 8 LEAs.)
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Figure 11 shows the region-by-region totals in per punil receipts from
sample districts for media, driver education, and computer services. Regions
IV and XIX are far and away the state leaders, with LEA receipts for these
services exceeding $8.00 per pupil. Only five other regions spend half as
much or more, with the highest of these, Region X, at $5.50 per pupil =-
$3.00 below the leaders. In contrast, seven regions spend less than $3.00
rer student.* One should note at this point, that the average statewide LEA

FICORE 11

REGIONAL MEANS OF TOTAL LOCAL EXPENDITURES PER PUPIL FOR SELECTED RESC SERVICES
(MEDIA, DRIVER EDUCATION, CCMPUTERS) COMPARED TO TRE STATEWIDE MEAN
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Region

expenditures for these three service areas, $5.48 per pupil, is approximataly '
two-thirds of the stitewide average, $8.35, received by all RESCs from LEAs for
all services and shown in Table 5, page 19.

Quest{on 9: What are the comparisons of per pupil expenditures for select-
ed RESC ervices in forty-one large (ADA > 2500) ond forty-four small (ADA <
2501) LE..S?

This comparison of participation according to size is limited to LEAs
which randomly fall into the extreme wealth categories depicted in Figure 6,
page 31. Table 16 lists the means for the two groups -- those LEAs above 2500
in ADA and those below 2501. It indicates a larger expenditure per pupil

*Region V is included in that count. Even though there is no entry for Region
V in Figure 11, Table 5 on page 19 indicates that the region's total LEA
receipts averaged about one dollar per student.

Q - {




~ 52

by small districts for media, a dffference in favor or larger districts in

-~ driver education and a substantially larger expenditure per pupil for com-

puter services by larger districts. The driver education data are not graphed,
but the depiction of usage in Table 16 is consistent with the results in Table
17. These data, including driver education, correlate with the degrees of
perceived usage reported in Table 12 by the superintendents of 273 LEAs.

TABLE 16

COMPARISONS OF PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES FOR RESC SERVICZS
BETWEEN LARGE ( > 2500) AND- SMALL ( < 2501) LEA:

Service 41 Large LEAs 44 small LEAs
(736,010 ADA) ,482 ADA)
f/‘

vedia .

Film $ 0.97 $ 0.98

fquipment Repair 0.05 0.13
Media Total 1.01 1.10
Oriver £ducation 0.76 . 0.45
Computars '

Pupil Accounting 1.34 0.40

Susiness Servicas 1.25 1.05

Student Terminals 1.33 0.21
Total, Computar Servicas 3.92 1.66
Total, Selaczed Servicas $ 5.69 $ 3.21

Question 10: What are the comparisons of per pupil expenditures for selected
services in forty-three rich and forty-two poor LEAs?

This comparison is between groups in extreme wealth categories, where

- the effects of size have been minimized. The data according to six size

categories and "all rich" and "all poor" are in Table 17, and they are
grapned in Figure 12. Participation differences in media and driver education,
according to LEA wealth, are essentially non-existent. However, there are

marked differences in per pupil expenditures for computer services. The effect

s so strong that the differences in computer services are carried into the «
graph for selected services. This finding takes on added significance 1n face
of the perceived equity depicted by Table 11 and the weak negative corre :tions
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. TABLE 17

THE PARTICIPATION, ACCORDING TO LEA WLALIH EXTREMES IN SEVEN Si/t CATEGORIES, OF FORTY-TIREE
KiCHt AND FORTY-THU POOR DISTRICIS [N SELECTED RESC SERVICES In 1977-78

. 2 aa . PRI e e a bt mAa kA etk e h = o des 4L e eeie B8 A ai - Ak b foe S eEdek e o A

Driver Ed 1
o fPriver ucationy Computers o Total
Equipment
__ hilw _Repair | Total Medra Pupt] Accounting jBusiness Services|Student Ierﬂinalsl Total Computers Selected Services

Size Group  Mealth Receipts pﬁén Receipts B%! ttetelpts o3| Recerwts 'Ef?‘_ﬁ’_!pgn“u Rece ipts 'V“ Receipts | oo, [Recetpts - .,(l]l Rec;llpts ¥/ L
R B STy CosTe T 19
2 k] 5 9 10 1 _”_ _hl_ ] 15 16 17 18 [13415¢17){(14+16¢18) [{9+11+19) K10+12+20)

§ 1,496 .95 : ) ) 4 o] .oa s 78] .s0 4 1,325 ) 3,00 1.9

P“He )] .98 ‘ . . : 9 .15 - - . 1,080 2.30

1,954 .9 . b 2i 131} .06 778] .38 3 . B 4,174 2.05

b,952 . . p . 2,064] .30 4,987 . 17,382 2,55
A | al . .- _ o) 2 Ml
2,6291 . 2 . ) 4@»_,_11 - . 3,810 1.34

9,662 35811 . } ) ) 2,562 .21 4,987| . - . 21,192 2.19

1,000- 2,500 1,200 | 10,878 . 29; . 4,439 .40 | 34,576 1,72 | . . 57,5713 5.1

b~ e

16,5/4 SRS : R 8,839 . H 6,773 | .4 25,08 1. 53,264| 32!

21,180 2| . . 29,7 . ) 13,278 . 35,519 1. 8,475 65,733 2. 110,827 3.9

2,but-5,000 U e 21,3800, . p 2. 26,675 1. 33,626 96,680 | 4.5 156,982 7. 226,941 10.66
. R ORI SR Loo? T ] —_ .

4.67

b

maca| 1,485 . - .6 5,640 | . gs,180] 2.2 179,564

29,720 us,198 | ) ) 61,265 1. 78,357 105,520 242,162 406,525| 6.81

5,000 10,0000 17,309 17082 . 109,269 87 | 28,482 23,921 sa,10{ 490 [ 2n.260] 122
‘ ' meen [ ‘ 4.58

aluas| 8,02 . . 54,870 . 43,322 | 1.06 3,948 _s1,785] 2.5 | 188,146

58,352 95,294 | . 3,31 . 164,193 76,915 1 71,804 ] 1.23 27,875 . 176,595 .02 . ]

197,136 501,668 1.33 | 616,157 | 1.46 | 774,797 | 1.84 | 1952,608] 4. 2,578,072

421,686 | 426,254 2,005 | .o {48,313

b

196,25¢

175,131 - 14,282 . 189,413 100,833 . 266,4471 1. 156,962 | .80 73,671 . __E)bb_l:‘ﬁgg'_'. 842,071

T ——— e s | - R S 4~

617,938} o6Ul, 389 . 16,330 { . 617,726 297,969 - a8, o) 1.37 | 173,139 |1.25 | 848,468 2504,496] 4.05 1,420,143

-s ae - R S - NSRS ) YIS T o3z

pil Kich 4/9,580( 484,116 7,588 1 .cz (491,704 359,089 . 6¢7,794| 1.31 | 718,606 | 1.50 | 897,106 2,243,555 4. 3,094, 322

B 5.

Y S SU e

.- i SR R = S [
1 R '
A ' < 115,892 |4 153,995 $33, 781 . §/88,118 $4570,587] . $1,002,772] 1.29 |$971¢,990 | 1.2 $947,338 | 1. 12,997,931 $4 565,267
ALl Puut T N N L I T S IR S I S - . I R SR

Pl Poor 295,612 209,897 | . 26,193 . 296,474 ‘zu.wu. 374,978 1. 254,348 | . 90,232 . 754,376 . 1,267,945

L 4

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




FIGURE 12

GRAPNS OF AVERACE PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES FOR RESC SERVICES IN 43 VERY
R1e0 AND 42 VERY POOR LEAs IN SIX LEA SIZE (refinec ADA) CATEGORIES *

rich (v) [l roor (¢) [§)

Selected Servicea

Hedis Computers .
(Film Librs1y + Equipnent Repalr) (Pupil Acctg + Bus, Servicea + Student Terminals) (Media 4 Computers + Driver Education)

12 00 17 00 12 00 1w

19 00 10 00 is 0 - 18.00
' ’
¢ ’
. . s.00 - s 00
P 8 00 800 .
: !
1 : - w |« Avarege for &)
o L Ttk T

Avarege for 42
high-vealth = Searoge les 42
4 0 - ke 94 “ {32"'&1'%.
—————— - 51 Averege ter 42
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100 —— ) g e .(.unm e
¢ ’ v *
%0- 1.300-  3.000- >
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*Extreme wealth ranges and size categories are shown in Figure 6, page 31.
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in Tables 13 and 18. The perceptions in this case simply do not agree with
reality as they do elsewhere. No explanation is apparent for the computer
corparisons in Tab1e111. The weak negative correlations may be influenced by
the overwhelming domination of size as a predictor of computer usage.

Question 11: According to regression analysis, how does LEA participation in
selected RESC services, as measured by RESC records, vary according to six LEA
variables and nine RESC variables? .

These analyses are based upon the data reported by the regional offices
for 224 LEAs. The hard participation figures were confined to the LEA ex-
penditures covered in the previous three questions. The significant relation-
i?ip‘of the LEA and RESC variables to per pupil expenditures are shown in Table

LEA Variables. Correlations between LEA variables were examined to see
what refinements or additions should be made in preceding analyses. The data
confirmed the obvious, that large LEAs use more computer services than small
ones. No contradictory correlations between them and earlier data arose, but
one new correlation appeared. A significant positive relationship is indicated
between LEA financial effort and computer business services, where earlier
analysis showed no significant reiationship. The most noticeable difference
between these regression analyses and earlier ones concern the numbers of sig-
nificant correlations. Whereas 20 significant relationships appeared in the
combined areas of films, media equipment repair, and computer services in the
previous analysis of.perceived usage, only five appear nere in the recorded
usage. Apparently, the smaller n, 224, and the expansion of the number of in-
dependent variables to include nine regional characteristics, combined to re-
duce the number of correlations at the .0l and .05 levels of significance.

RESC Variables. The regression analysis of participation reports from
the RESCs considered the relatioship of nine RESC variables to LEA use of
services. Table 18 shows 20 correlations at the .01 and .05 levels of sig-
nificance for these variables. Expected relationships to participation in
computer services are observed for the three variables, regional enroliment,
regional receipts from LEAs (Tocal), and size of RESC staff. These also
are reflected in the total money spent for media, driver education, and
computers. Enrollment and size of RESC professional staff tend also to be
predictors of the use of driver education services. The local receipts (from
LEAs) variable appears to be related to the film library expenditures at
the .05 level. In the project year, 1977-78, there was strong negative corre-
lation between the number of LEAs in a region and the expenditures of those LEAs
for media services. It may relate to the likelihood that it is easier to get
agreement in smaller groups of LEA superintendents than in larger groups. When
regression analysis is limited to the examination of only 224 cases dispersed
among 20 regions, chance correlations are more Iikely than in results derived
from many more cases. For that reason, those correlations, like the negative
.05 (n) shown for federal receipts and student computer terminals, should be
viewed with caution unless some logical causal relationship exists.
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TABLE 18

CORRELATIONS AND PARTIAL CORRELATIONS ESTABLISHED THROUGH MULTIPLE REGRESSION
ANALYSIS FOR THE RELATIONSHIP OF SIX LEA AND NINE RESC VARIABLES TO LEA
PARTICIPATION IN SELECTED RESC SERVICES, ACCORDING TO EXPENDITURES PER PUPIL

, Code for level of significance: P and § -- positive and negative, respectlvely.“ to .0)
. . p o n -- positive and negative, respectively, to .05

Note: Partial correlatlons, or Indicators of “unique associations® when the effec
removed, exist in this Table only as the second symbol in paired symbals.

or

ts of other variables are
Symbols existing singly,

as the tirst of palred symbols, refer to “intial associations” or correlations when ali variables
are operative.

RESC PROGRAMS & SERVICES

RESC Variables

LEA Variables

Fall En- Wealth, | Recpts Total
rollment, $/pupil | from Repts
1977 LEAs

Heaith.
$/pupil

Efforc |Staff
Ratio

Ethn

Hex.
Wmer.

Media, Film Library

Media, Equipment Repair

Media Total (1+2)

Driver Education

Computers, Pupil Accounting

Computers, Business Services

. Computers, Student Terminals

Computer Total (5+6¢7)

Total, Selected Services

(31448)
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Question 12: How ddes LEA participation in RESC services vary among RESCs
grouped according to nine RESC characteristics?

ﬂn this analysis the regional means of LEA per pupil expenditures shown
in Figures 9, 10 and 11 were' used in 19 different group combinations to explore
the effect of nine RESC characteristics upon LEA participation. In order to
prevent dominance by any one region, it was assumed that the per pupil expendi-
tures from each RESC should have equal weight. Therefore, the averages in
each cluster of region, are computed by adding the regional per pupil expendi-
tures and dividing by the number of regions in the cluster.* The results for
nineteen grdups clustered according to dimensions of nine variables are shown in
Figures 13, 14 and 15. Figure 13 indicates that there is little variation
in film library usage. The data from the 224 sample districts shows that the
expenditures for repair of media equipment vary considerably and explain most
of the variation shown in total media expenditures. It appears that the regions
spending the most for media are the least weaithy and the ones with high con-
centrations of Mexican Americans.  They are essentially the same districts. It
should be further noted that one region, XIX (see figure 9), is responsible for
the high average in both clusters.

Whereas the range of LEA expenditures for media services varied only 40
cents per pupil among these reyional clusters, the variation in computer ser-
vices was $2.36 per pupil. In Figure 14, Region IV appears in five clusters
(large, 1ow federal receipts, high LEA receipts, satellites, large staff) of the
six in which participation in computer services is highest. Since that region's
per pupil expenditures for computer services are more than twice that of fifteen
of the other eighteen reporting regions, its influence on the five clusters is
great. (See Table 15, page 43.) Participation in computer services is expected
to be great in all clusters contalning multiple regional computer centers
(MRCPs) and regional processing centers (RiCs), Regions IV, X, XI, XIX, and XX.
The."poor" cluster is composed entirely of three of these regions. Since the
bulk of expenditures for media, driver education, and computers are in computer
services, the pattern of total expenditures for all is similar to that set by
computers. The driver education data, not separately graphed, are included in
Figure 15. The expenditures in these three areas comprise 66 percent of all
statewide LEA expenditures for RESC services.

Question 13: What degree of influence do LEA superintendents and RESC executive
directors, statewide, assign to possible incentives and deterrents to ESA par-
ticipation 1n ESA services! hat 1s the comparison of their perceptions?

Incentives. The statewide averages of the responses of the superintendents
and those of the executive directors are Shown in Figure 16. The graph indic-
cates great similarity, except for amplitude, in the responses of the two )
groups. The greater amplitude ot the average scores of the executive directors
is partially, at least, attributable to the small n, 20. Both groups assign
their highest ratings to items 10, 13 and 14. The superintendents rate them

* Average per pupil expenditures computed in this manner were used for Figures
13, 14 and 15.
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FIGURE 13

AVERAGE* PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES FOR MEDIA SERVICES (FILM
LIBRARY, EQUIPMENT REPAIR) FOR COMBINATIONS OF RESCs CLUSTERED
ACCORDING TO NINFTEEN DIH!NSIONS OF NINE RESC VARIABLES**

Film library . Equipment repair f‘*’*

(1,4,10,11,20) Large
(8,9,14,15,16) Small
(3,14,16,17,18) Rich
(1,19,26) Poor

(14,15) Hi Fed'l Ecpes
(4,9,12) Lo Fed'l Rcpts
(9,12,13) Hi State Rcpts

(1,10,11) Lo State Rcpts

(%,10,13,17,20) Hi LEA Recpts
(2,6,7,14) Lo LEA Rcpes
.+9,13,14,15) Hi Total Rcpts

{7,11) Lo Total Rcpts

‘
'
|
]
1
i
|
|
i
|
i
;
1
i
'

(1,15,18,20) Remote LEAs
(4,7,10,16) Satellices
(114,6,10,13,20) Lacge Staff
(2,3,8,15,18) small Staff

79,13,14,16) H1i Non-minority

/ (4,6,7,8,12) Hi 8lack
g (1 2,19,20) 44 Mex. Amer.
Y, ! ! i | ]
;4 0.25 ' 0.30 |, 0.75 1.00 1.25
i
‘i $ per pugil
L *See 2xplanation, page 19 {coual -reight acsicme? o all regions!
f t¥Size, wealth, four categories of receipts (federal, state, local, :o:ax).
remoteness, RESC scaff, ethnicity.
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FIGURE 14

AVERAGE* PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES FOR COMPUTER SEXVICES (PUPIL ACCOUNTING,
BUSINESS SERVICES, STUDENT TERMINALS) FOR COMBINATIONS OF RESCs
CLUSTERED ACCORDING TO NINETEEN DIMENSIONS OF NINE RESC VARIABLES**

Scudent terminals ﬁ

(1,4,10,11;20) Large
(8,9,14,15,16) Small
3,14,16,17,18) kich
(1,19,20) Poo;

(16,15) Hi Fed’l Rcpts
(4,9,12) Lo Fed’l Rcpes
(9,12,13) H4 Scate Rcpts
(1,10,11) Lo State Rcpts
(4,10,13,17,20) Hi LEA Rcpts
(2,5,7,14) Lo LEA Repes
(9,13,14,15) 41 Tocal Rcpts
(7,11) Lo Total Rcpcs

1,15,18,20) Remote LEAs

(4,7,10,16) Satellices
(1,4,6,10,13,20) Large Staff
(2,3,8,15,18) Small Scaif
(9,11,14,.6) Hi Noa-minoricty
(4,6,7,8,12) H1i Black

(1,2,19,20) H1i Mex. Amer.

I .
1.00 .+ 2.00 3.00

$ per pupil

*See explanation, page 19 (equal weight assigned to all regions)
*%Size, wealth, four categorics of receipts (federal, state, local, total),
remoteness, RESC staff size, ethnicity.

59

81

.00




o~

FIGURE 15

AVERAGE* PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES FOR SELECTED SERVICES (MFDIA,
DRIVER EDUCATION, CeMPUTERS) FOR COMBINATIONS OF RESCs CLUSTERED
< ACCORDING TO NINETEEN DIMENSIONS OF NINE RESC VARLABLES**

£

(1,4,10,11,.,) Large
g

(8,9,14,15,16) Saall

(2,14,16,17,18) Rich

(1,19,20) Poor

(14,15) Hi Fed'l Repts_
(4,9,12) Lo Fed'l Repts
(9,12,13) Hi Séate Repts
?1,10,11) Lo State th:s
{4,10,13,17,20) ﬁi‘LZA lcpts
(2,6,7,14) Lo LEA Rcpts ’
(9,13,15,15) H1i Total Repts
(7,11) Lo Total Recpts

(1,15,18,20) Remote LIAs

(4,7,10,16} Satellites
(1,4,6,10,13,20) Large Staff
(2,3,8,%5,18) Small Staff
(9,11,14,16) Bi Non-minorifpy
”(4{6,7,3,12) Hi Blao;

i(1,2,19,20) Hi Mex. Aner.

1 T
.00 4,0
. g § per pupil
* See explanation, page 19 (equal weicht assigned to all rogions)
** Size, wealth, four categories of receipts (federal, state, local, total),
remoteness, RESC staff size, ethnicicy.
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equally at 4.0, the "strong incentive" point, whereas the executive directors
rate item 1%, "RESC sensitivity to our needs," anead of runuers-up, “quality of
RESC-LEA communications" and "programs meet state and/or federal requirements.”
Item 9, “leve! of TEA-RESC-LEA cooperation,” at 3.9, is the next most imjortant
incentive to the superintendents. While the score assigned by the executive
directors to that incentive is the same, unlike the superintendents, they
assign hig °r scores to four other incentives -- "RESC program or service
quality," item 6, “all costs paid by the state and/or federal sources," item 1,
“this LEA aleone cannot prov.de effective program", item 3. The lowest scores
for bcth groups, 2.4 for the superintendents and 1.5 for the executive direc-
tors, were given to the same item, 15, "adequacy of numbers of minority persons
on RESC staff and board of directors." It is significant, however, that the
greatest disparity between the scores of the superintendents and “hose of the
executive directors is on this item. Twelve executive directors scored the
minority issue "no incentive", six rated it "weak incentive" and two indicated
“moderate incentive" -- an average score of 1.5 for the 20 resyonses. In
contrast, no regional average score of the superintendents was below 2.0, the
mid-point of "weak incentives". Region I superintendents scored the item at
3.1, beyond the mid-point of "moderate incentive", and three other regional
averages were in the 2.7 to 2.9 range. Similarly, the superintendents regard
"proximity" as more important than it is seen by executive directors. The

only other item which superintendents scored higher than executive direc.v

is “RESC unit costs".

Deterrents. Figure 17 has the same desiyn features as Figure 16. The
dashed 1ine for the statewide averages of the superiniendents and the unoroken
line for the executive directors are plotted against a shaded background which
represunts the ranges of the regional averages of the superintendents. Here
aygain the curves »re similar in shape ercept for the larger amplitude and niagher
scores of the directors on all 15 deterrents. 7 2 executive directors rate
three items in the "strong deterrent" range. ..0 state and/or federal aid",
item 3, and “"cost of substitutes for tezachers in RESC workshops", item 5, are
scored at 3.9 and “"service already provided by LEA", item 10, 3.7. While the
averages are much lower, the superintendents rate "cost of substitutes..." as
the leadir; deterrent, ~1th a trio of other money considerations -- "no state
and/or rederal aid', "travel time" and "service already provided by this LEA" at
2.6 to 2.8 in the lower nalf of the "moderaté deterrent" range. Significantly
lower than others for both groups is item 12, "too few minority persons on RESC
staff and/or board of directors." In contrast to their different scores on
tis issue as an incentive, the superintendents and executive directors are
tcgether on it as a deterrent.

The fact that “RESC costs" is seen as less of a deterren: to partici-

“pation than cther money items (3,4,5, and 6) reflects the conuition .n Texas
where two-thirds of RESC costs are borne by state and federal support. When
specific services were examined in actual and desired usage (Figure 14),
"RESC Tees" led the reasons for limited use or available computer services,
driver education, and media equipment repair. The overall low average score
of superintendents on this i%tem as a deterrent may be influenced by the ldarge
number of responses from small LEAs that perceive little ¢ ro reed for
computer service

&3




FIGURE 16 -

FIFTEEN POSSIBLE INCENTIVES TO PARTICIPATION IN RESC SERVICES:
STATEWIDE MEANS OF RESPONSES FROM 684 LEA SUPERINTENDENTS
AND" TWENTY RESC EXECUTIVE DIRECTORS, AND THE RANGES (shaded)
OF THE REGIONAL MEANS OF THE SUPERINTENDENTS' RESPONSES

Statewide means: Executive Directlors Superintendents = — —
1

Code for "degree of influence": l-no incentive, 2-weak incentive,

J-moderate incentive, %-strong incentive, 3-verv strong incentive
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FIFTEEN POSSIBLE DETERRENTS TO PARTICTPATION IN RESC SERVICES:
STATEWIDE MEANS OF RESPONSES FROM 684 LEA SUPERINTENDENTS
AND TWENTY RESC EXECUTIVE DIRECTORS, AND THE RANGES (shaded)
OF THE REGIONAL MEANS OF THE SUPERINTENDENTS' RESPONSES

FIGURE 17

Sratewide means: Executive Directors

3
Code for "degree of influence": l-no deterrent, 2-weak deterrent,
j-moderate deterrent, 4~strong deterrent, 5-very strong deterrent
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Question 14: How do the incentive-deterrent perceptions of superintendents
vary according to size and wealth of LEAs? ‘

Table 19 lists the average scores assigned to incentives and deterrents
by superintendents of 85 LEAs paired into large-small groups and rich-poor
groups. In the large-small pairing, the largest differences assigned to
incentives were in item one, "all costs paid by state and/or federal sources(s)",
and item 11, “advantages of multi-district coop:ration.” The larger districts *
regard the former-as more of an incentive than do the smaller disticts. The
direction of the difference is reversed in the latter, where the superintendents,
as expected, assign wore importance to muiti-district endeavors. Among deter-
rents, the smaller districts, generally more remote from the service centers,
assign more weight to the deterrence of travel time than do larger districts.
The superintendents of the larger LEAs are more cognizant of the absence of
federa] and/or state subsidies, and the larger districts, generally the pro-
viders of more local services, regard the local provision of such programs as
more of a deterrent to participation in similar RESC services than do smaller
districts.

The superintendents from sample LEAs which are very poor regard money
items, with the exception of travel costs, as more important influences on
participation than do superintendents from the samples of very wealthy LEAs.
There are few other differences worth noting.

The signiticant finding in these two sets of comparisons concerns their
lack of sharp contrast with each other and with statewide averages. Not a
single incentive or deterrent for any of the four groups reaches the upper Or
lower 1imit of th~ regional ranges. It is apparent that, in Texas, percep-
tions Of incentives and deterrents vary more among individual regions than among
LEAs clustered according to other regional or LEA variables.

Juestica 15: How does the average of the perceptions of the superintendents
in each region compare to the statewide ave ages and to the ranges of regional
averages concerning possible incentives and deterrents? (See grapns 1in Figure
A-Z 1n Appendix A.)

neaders interested in the regional means of responses of superintendents
concerning incentives and deterrents snould examine the graphs in Figure A-2
in the appendix. The figure contains forty yraphs, one for incentives and
another for deterrents for each of the 20 regions. The urbroken lines con-
necting regional average scores are ‘easily seen against the statewide averages
(broken lines) and the background ranges (shaded) of the regional averages. The
majority of the regional averages are close to tne statewide averages, as should
be expected. Nevertheless, there are notable exceptions and illustration of the
previously-cited relationship, that regional ranges are greater than most
differences among other categories of LEAs being serviced, and they often
reflect policy and leadership influences not necessarily related to other
regional variables included in this study.

Incent:ves. Regions VII and VIII are cited as neighbors with interesting
contrasts. 1hey assign the same degree of influence to “RESC unit cost," but
they agree on nothing thereafter. Region VIII superintendents view each of tne
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TABLE 19

LARGE-SMALL AND RICH-POOR COMPARISONS OF AVERAGE DEGREES OF INFLUENCE ASSIGNED TC POSSIBLE
INCENTIVES AND DETERRENTS BY SUPERINTENDENTS OF 1G1 LARGE LEAs (ADA >2500), 172 SMALL
LEAs (ADA <2500), 145 VERY RICH LEAs AND 128 VERY POOR LEAs *

Scale for degree of influence: 1 - none 3 - moderate

2 - weak 4 .

strong

5 - very strong

Degree of Influence

Incentives

Large

Small Rich

Poor
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_other fourteen incentives as more influential than the ratings assigned to the
same items by superintendents in Region VII. Opinions of the former coincide
with the upper limit of the ranges on five items, whereas the latter rate seven
items at the lower limits of the ranges. Region XVII superintendents see all
but one of the last ten items as greater incentives than the averages, and six
of their scores cuincide with the outer ranges. Whereas the Region XVII pro-
file is generally at or above the state configuration, Regions XVIIT and XIX
show great amplitude, hitting both the upper and lower ranges, sometimes in
agreement, but more often in disagreement. These scores are not evaluations
of the regions. They are some of the most radical departures from state
averages, sometimes they may reflect anticipated differences between rich and
poor, for example, but more often, regional variables are not easily assocCi-
ated with particular profiles. (heir value lies in their possible usefulness to
the TEA and RESCs in understandiny superintendents' perceptions on a regional
basis.

Deterrents. The deterrent graphs in Figure A-2 show greater ranges
of responses from the regions. Region XIX, which depicted great amplitude in
incentives, does likewise in deterrents as it rates nine of fifteen items at
the outer ranges of responses, thre2 at the lower and six at the upper levels.
In contrast, the range of replies from Region XVIII, large among incentives,
dwindles among deterrents. Only one item, "independence of LEAs", reaches the
statewide average, all others are below, and six are at the lower limit of
average regional responses. Neighbors I and II, south Texas regions, do not
depart dramatical]ly from state percepticns, hut their superintendents see
thrée costs items quite differently. Region II's wealth, close to the state's
average, is twice that of Region I. Regional differences in incentives and
deterrents are greater than differences according to the large-small and
ricn-poor comparisons proviged in Table 19.

Question 16: How do the incentive-deterrent perceptions of LEA s.perin-
tendents vary according to the existence of their LEAS in-regional clusters
according to nine RESC variables?

The incentive-deterrent responses of 684 superintendents were analvzed
according to the distribution in the same regional combinations compared in
"hard data" analyses. Few noteworthy differences were revealed and the
extensive table was omtted from this report. Five comparisons, however,
deserve mention. Regions XIV and XV, paired because their federal receipts per
pupil were twice or more as high as seventeen of the other regions, generally
score a'l incentives as high or higher, and all deterrents as low or lower, than
they are scored by respondents from regions IV, IX, and XII, the regions with
the lowest federal receipts per pupil. The other set of comparisons of percep-
tions relates to the rich and poor clusters cf regions. Among incentives, the
rich, regions III, XIV, XVI, XVII, and XVIII, score RESC fees lower, and proxi-
mity and level of cooperation higher, than’their less wealthy counterparts
in regions I, XIX, and xX. In all but three deterrents where differences were
necligible, those in the less wealthy regions scored ueterrents stronger than
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those in the wealthy regions. Money items and the "too few minority persons..."
deterrent were noticeably higher, three to four tenths on the scale, but the
biggest difference, five tenths, was on "degree of LEA >taff interest in RESC
services."

Question 17: What are the statewide distributions and average rankings assigned
to six influences on LEA participation in regional services by LEA superintendents

and RESC execttive directors?

Superintendents. Two hundred usable and complete replies were received
from the 236 superintendents contacted in the post-card forced ranking survey.
The numbers in the grid in Figure 18 represent the distribution of the respon-
dents, ... snaued portion represents the ranges of the averages of regicnal
responses, and the dashed line connects the statewide averiges. The super-
intendents assigned their highest average rankings, 2.6, to program quality,
closely followed, at 2.9, by RESC leadership, and LEA lTeadership, at 3.4.
Fourth, fifth, and sixth are size, remoteness and wealth, ranging from 3.9 to
4.14.

RESC Executive Directors. In Figure 19, the average rankings of the {re-
sponses of the executive directors, are plotted against the distribution gf the
twenty responses for each item. There is similarity to the general rankings of
the superintendents, but the specific differences are meaningful. LEA leader-
ship, at 2.25, is the highest ranking of either group. Ranked second by the
executive directors, but given a higher numerical score than that assigned
by superintencents, is program quality, at 2.35. Third place finds RESC leader-
ship at the identical average numerical value, 2.9, ascribed to it by the
superintendents. The three remaining values, in descending rank-order, are
remoteness, at 4.3; wealth, 4.45; and size, at 4.75.

The most notable comparisons are the different positions assigned to leader-
ship factors. The executive directors placed LEA Teadership ahead of both pro-
gram quality and RESC leadership. The superintendents, on the other hand, - place
orogram quality just ahead of RESC leadership and regard their own Teadership as
less important than do the executive directors.

Question 18: What are the average rankings assigned to six influences on LEA
participation in RESC services by superintendents in each region? How does each
region's respons2 configuration compare to the statewide average ranking and to
the ranking of the RESC executive directors?

Table 20 is provided to tacilitate comparisons of the superintendents'’
rankings among the regions. It also allows comparisons of the rankings of
the RESC executive directors in Table 21. As expected from the statewide
averages shown in Figure 18, superintendents from the various regions rank
RESC program quality first more often, 11 times, than any other influence. One
region, VII, has it tied for first with wealth, six regions rank RESC leader-
shin first. In one, XI, remoteness heads the list, and in the remaining region,
Xia, LEA leadership :s first. In only eight regions are there intrusions 1nto
the trio of leaders, progam quality, RESC and LEA leadership.
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FIGURE 18

SIX IMPORTANT INFLUENCES ON LEA PARTICIPATION IN RESC SERVICES:

THE STATEWIDE DISTRIBUTION AND AVERAGE OF RANK-ORDER RESPONSES

OF 200 SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS, AND THE RANGE (shaded) OF TWENTY
REGIONAL AVERAGES OF THEIR RESPONSES

high low
1 2 3 4 5 6
Wealth 25 37
Size 27 37
Remoteness 31 63
Program "

g Qualzty 56 3
RXesC . .
Leadership 35 Le
ro .

Zeadership 25 28

FIGURE 19

SIX IMPORTANT INFLUENCES ON LEA PARTICIPATION IN RESC SERVICES:
THE STATEWIDE DISTRIBUTION AND AVERAGE OF RANK-ORDER
RESPONSES OF THE TWENTY RESC EXECUTIVE DIRECTORS

nigh low
i 2 3 4 S e

Wealth 1] 2] 2| a4g4] 7
Size 2 0 2 5 . 3 4
Remoteness 2 1 2 15,4 2 7
Program [’ 7
Quality 714 9 6 2 0 1
RESC 3 0
Leadership 3 6 ;' 2 2 4
LEA l 7 7 ¢ 3 1 1 1
Leadership
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TABLE 20

RANKINGS OF SIX INFLUENCES ON LEA PARTICIPATION IN RESC SERVICES
AS PERCEIVED B8y LEA SUPERINTENDENTS FROM EACH REGION

Ranking
Regions &280) lst . 2ad 3rd 4th Sth 6th .
be 1L RESC* Prog. LEA *—wwm—— Remote Size —- Wealth
II -sz_“ Pro; RESE LEA . Remote Size Wealth
III 10 Prog. Remote Size LEA RESC Weilth
v /flO Prog. RESC Size LEA Remote Wealth
¥~ 7 11  Prog. RESC Vealth LEA ———— Size Remote
VI 10 Prog. RESC Size ——~—=— Wealth LEA —w—=——— Remote
711 11 Prog. —— Wealth Size Remote RESC LEA
viii 10 RESC Prog. LEA ‘ Remote -————— Wealth Size
= 1 Preg. RESC LZA Size Remote Wealth
X 11 ?rog. RESC LEA | Size —we—-— Wealth Remote
hed 9 ESC Prog. LZA Size Wealth Remote
X1I 9 RES. Prog. Siza L= Wealth Remote
X111 3 Prog. RESC LZa Size Wealth Remote
W 9 Prog. LZA -=——— Remote RESC Size ‘Wealth
v li Remote Prog. RESC LzA Wealth Size
VI 11 RESC Proyg. LEA Wealth Remote Size
XvII 10  ?Prog. RESC -——— LZA Size Remote Wealth
XVIII 11 RESC Prog. LZA Remote Size Wealth
X 5  LEA Prog. "RESC Wealth Size Remote
< 11 Prog. LZA RESC Wealth Size Remote

n - Number of respondent suparintendents. (Twelve requested from each region except

XIX, where eight were requested.)
Ti{ies are conmected with dasnes (-=~).
*RESC and LEA refar to "RESC leadership” and "LEA lgadersh;p". regpectively.
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Table 21 indicates that RESC program quality and LEA leadership each
led the rankings of seven executive directors. Three rated RESC leadership
first, two named remoteness, and only in Region XIII did the executive director
name wealth as number one. Thirteer. of the 20 RESC leaders rate LEA leadership
anead of treir own leadership -- the reversal of the superintendents' sequence.
Eleven executive directors, like most superintendents, regard program quality
and leadership as more influential than other influences. Notable exceptions
are in Region V, where the executive director assigns program quality and both
leadership factors to the bottom half of the scale, and Region VII, where the
executive virector rates LEA leadership first, but his own leadership and program
quality fifth and sixth, respectively. In the other seven regions wealth was
in the ton three influences four times; remoteness was there three times.

Additional insight into configurations of regional responses can be gained
by examining the 20 graphs in Figure A-3 in Appendix A. The grid upon which
the regional ranges (shaded) are shown contains the response distribution for
each region, the statewide average, the regional average and the executive
director's responses. Most regional profiles follcw the state profile rather
closely. The most notable exceptions are in Region VIi, where the leadership
rankings are atypical, and Regions 11, VIII, IX, XI, and XVI and XVIII, which
have larger amplitudes than the state profile, express more agreement amaong
the superintendents and more emphatic separation of the three leadiny influences
from the three trailers. The highest score assigned by any group to any ractor
exists in Region XVIII, where ESC leadership is considerably ahead of the
runner-up, program quality. The second highest score in the state was assigned
to program quality by Region II. Regions XI and XiX assigned the lowest scores
in the state to remoteness.

Question 19: What rank-orders are assigned to six _important influences on LEA
narticipation_in RESC servics, when superintendents ' responses are grouped
according to regional variables?

There «re nineteen sets of regions in Table 22, representing aspects of
nine RESC variablas. There are few important dJifferences in the responses nf
the groups. For the most part, the groups rate program, then RESC and LEA
leadership first, second and third, respectively, with size fourti, and remote-
ness and wealth often alternating in the 7ifth and sixth spots. The interasting
exceptions are:

1. Many of the LEAs in Region XIV and XV apparently pool federai
receipts for the training and paying of staff in migrant edu-
cation prograus. These districts in the "high federal receipts”
regions are small and rermote, and they place remoteness at the
head of the list of six influences.

2. In only four groups does wealth rank as high as third or fourth.
The "poor" and "high Mexican American" groups are the sarme,
except for the aadition of Region Il 1n the ethnic grouping.

And two of the three regions in “low-total receipts” also
appe .r in the cluster, “low LEA receipts," which rates wealth
higher than any other group, despite the absence of the state's
ihree low-wealth regions, I, XIX, and XX.




TABLE 21

RANKINGS OF SIX INFLUENCES ON LEA PARTICTPATION IN RESC SERVICES
AS PERCEIVED BY THE EXECUT.VE DIRECTOR OF EACH RESC

Ranking

Regions 1sc 2nd 3rd 4th Sth é6th

1 Prog. RESC* Remote size LEA® Wealth
1z RESC Prog. LEA Size Weal:h Remote
I1I Prog. LEA RESC ] Remote Wealth Size
v Prog. ) RESC LEA Size Remote Wealth
v Remote Wealth Size Prog. RESC LEA
YI LEA RESC Prog. Wealth Size Remote
Vil LEA Remote Size Wealth RESC Prog.
VIIiI Prog. LEA Wealth Size RESC Remote
= LzaA Prog. RESC Remote Size We. lth
X Prog. LZA RESC Size x Wealth Remcte
XI PYog. LEA Wealth RESC Size Remote
X1l LEA Wealth Prog. RESC Size Remote
X111 wealth Program LEA Remote RESC Size
v LZA RESC Remote Prog. Size Wealth
v LZA RESC Prog. Remote - %ize Wealth
Ivi Prog. LEA RESC Wealth Size Remota
Vil RESC LEA Prog. Size Remote Wealth
XViiz Lza Prog. RESC Wealth Remote Size
X Remote RESC Prog. LEA Size Wealth
= RESC | LEA Prog. Remotea Wealth Size

+RESC «ad LEA refer to "RESC leadership” and "LEA leadership”, respectively.
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TABLE 22

RANKINGS OF SIX INFLUENCES ON LEA FARTICIPATION I¥ RESC SERVICES AS

PERCEIVED 3Y LEA. SUPERINTENDENTS FROM REGIONS CLUSTERED ACCORDING TO

NINETEEN DIMENSIONS OF YINE RESC VARIABLES (size, wealth, four
catagoTies of raceipts, ramotsness, staff size, echmicity)

Ranking

RESC Yariauvle Ist 2nd ird 4tn 3tn oth
(1,4,10,11,20) Large  Prog. RESC*  LEA* Size  Wealth Remote
(8,9,14,15,16) Small  Prog. RESC  LEA  Remote  Size  Wealth
(3,14,16,17,18) Ricn Prog. RESC LZA Remote Size wealth

(1,19,20) Poor  Prog. RESC LEA Wealth Size Remote
(14,15) Hi Fed'! Repts  Remot. Prog.  RESC LEA wealth  Size )

(4,9,12) Lo fed'l Repts  Prog. RESC  LEA  Size Remote ‘ealtn

(9,12,13) H4i State Repts Prog.  RESC LEA Size emote ‘Nealtn

(1,10,11) Lo State 3cpts Prog.— RESC LZA Size Aeaitn  Remote

(4,10,13,17,20) fAi LEA Repts Prcg.  RESC 24 Size wealth Remote

(2,5,5,7,14) Lo LEA %ots  Prog. RESC  Mealth LA Size  Remota

(9,13,14,15) 41 Total Rcpts  Prog. 2ESC  LEA  Remote  Size  Wealtp
(3,7,11) Lo Total Repts Prog. Size — KESC wealth LEA Remote
-(1,15,.8,20) Remote LEAs RE/S-: Prog.  LZA Remote  wWealth  Size
(4,7,10,18) Satallites Prog. RESC LA Siza Wealth Remote
(1,4,6,10,13,20) Large Staff  Prmg. RESC LEA Size  Wealth Remote
(2,3,5,3,15,18) Imall Starf Prog. RESC LEA Remote Siza Aeaith
(3,11,” 1p) Hi Non-m*inori*;y Prog. RESC LEA Size Remote  wWealth
(41,5,/6,7,8,12) Hi Black Prog. RESC Siza LEA wealth Remote
{1,2,19,20) 4i Mex. Amer. Prog. RESC LEA wealth  Size  Remota

#RESC and LIA zefar to "RESC leadersnip” and "LZA leadersnip”, respectively.
Tias are connactad with dashes (—).
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Superintendents consistently rate regiona! program quality and RESC leader-
ship as more important to LEA participation in RESC services than their own
leadership, and the size, remoteness, and wealth of their own districts.

The data on the rankings of six influences on LEA participation in RESC
services shouid be instructive to Texas, especially, but they may also contribute
to insight ‘in other ESAs and other states. In Texas, one-third of RESC costs
-are borne by the LEAs, which vary greatly in wealth, $§ize and in distance from
RESC centers. Yet these important influences are consistently ranked below
program quality, RESC leadershir and LEA leadership as influences ofcpartici-
pation. It is important to note again that the sequence of RESC and LEA
leadership influences is reversed in the perceptions' of the respondent LEA
superintendents and regional executive directors.

i
i

!

B. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

The findings set forth in response to the foregoing questions are summar-
“1zed here under headings of variables for LEAs and RESCs. Expanded comments

on the findings and their implications for equity in access to services is
provided under "observatjons", the next and final chapter of the report. ODis-
cussion of leadership and program quality is omitted here and raserved for that
chapter. ) . :

LEA Variables

Size. LEA participation in RESC services varies wore according to size
(ADA) than to any other LEA variable. It's influence is most dramatic in
computer services, where pupil accounting and business services are of more
val.e in larger systems.  Computers are prohably seen as'a growing necessity
ti-o: must be provided locally or obtained from RESC or another source. Project
data suggest that, in terms of dollars per pupil, peak computer expenditures are
among LEAs in the 2,500 o 5,000 ADA range. The decline in larger districts -
finds them using more coqputer services, however, than the LEAs-below an ADA of
2,501, i ‘

. \

According to the perceptions of 273 superintendents separated into two size -
groups according to LEAs!above and below 2,500 1n ADA, large schools use about/
one-third of the services more than small districts, the small LEAs use another
third of the services more than lar~~ LEAs, and the final third is used about’
evenly by both groups. ﬁore spec1. .ally, large districts use computer services,
driver -education, special education, bilingual educatigh and programs for gifted
and talented more than d¢ small.LEAs. On the other hand, negative correlations
exist between size and the use of several services. Smaller districts use more
media services and more of such technical assistance services as ﬁlanning, crime
prevention, bus driver traiqﬁng, and in-service education, generally.

-




There, is no question that size generally influences an LEA's need for
some RESC services, yet both the superintendents and executive directors, when
asked to consciously rate the influence of size, ranked it low, fourth and sixth,
respectively, among six factors. This essentially means, apparently, that size
is not  major influence in determining whether or not the LEAs get the ser-
vices. they ‘want from the RESCs. '

Wealth, Contradictions exist in the data concerning the importance of LEA
wealth as an influence on LEA participation in RESC services. In the forced
rankings the superintendents and executive directors rate it sixth and fifth,
respectively, among the six influences. In the list of 15 incentives money
considerationsftrai] those related to leadership and program quality in the
perceptions ¢fi{the 684 respondents. From that group, 128 superintendents from
very poor LEAs/ assign noticeably greater importance to money items, especially
the availabiVity of state or federal payment for services, than do 145 super-
intendents fndn very rich districts. But their differences are far short of
those that might be expected among districts of such dramatic disferences in
local wealth. They do not move the availabiilty of financial assistance, for
example, ahead of program quality, leadersu1p factors and the meeting of state

.~ and/or federal program requirements, even in the eyes of superintendents from

LEAs with scant resources.

But financial considerations come to the fore among the Geterredts.

‘Clearly leading this group of 15 items is the cost of teacher substitutes needed
o0 allow local-staff members to participate in RESC workshops. Runner-up posi-
tions go to the'level of resources-available and to the absence of state or
federal aid. The very poor districts rate‘;yé'latter deterrent ahead of the
former. Among money items in the list of 1J deterrents, the notable differences
between :he very rich and the very poor LzKs are confined to the cost of sub-

stitutes, the absence of state or federdi assistance, and RESC service costs.

€ .

There 1s great agreement between the same rich and poor LEAs in perceived ,
use of RESC services. Twenty of the 25 services range from zero to 0.2 (six-
point scale) in differences. In the other five services the poor use more
services in planning and accreditation, in the repair.of media equipment, and 1in
instructional materials for the handicapped. The rich use more driver education
and*adult basic education services. There were, likewise, few important dif-
ferences between the rich and poor in the level of services desired. Project
data suggests that, except for driver eucation, the poor may be more desirous
than the rich 7in getting RESC services, i‘éh as studemt computer termmipals,
pupil testing and counseling, career edy8®tion and health services -- Services
that impact studeats mora directly than their teachers. )

More significant thdn the above comparisons, . perhaps, is that of gaps in
perceived use and desired use amony the rich and poor LEAs. The most impressive
aspect of all use-desired use comparisons ;s the. smallness of the differences.
But specific differences deserve notice. The LEAs are not receiving adequate
. services for gifted and talented, but the greater gap between use and desired use
- falls on the poor districts. Similar diffevences, where the gaps are greater for
the poor, exist in student computer terminals, career education, diffusion, and
health services. On the other hand, the gaps are greater for the rich in media
repair and cooperative purchasing.

o’
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LEA expenditures fall more heavily upon the poor than the rich, tnus the
tabulations on reasons for using services less than desired take on added
significance. Th¥~grimary reason for underuse of the technical assistance
services, clustered as the "in-service group", is the cost of release time.
There is no RESC charge for participation in most such services. In computer
services, where LEAs must pay, the leading reasons for low participation are
RESC fees (LEA payments) and the absence of state or federal aid.

The multiple regression analysis of 684 superintendents' perceptions sug-
gest that poor districts use several RESC services more often than the rich.
Except for media and computer pupil accounting, these differences are dampened
and disappear at the .0l and .05 levels when the same analysis 1s done on herd
participation figures for 224 LEAs.

When 85 of these LEAs which fall into wealth extremes are grouped into 43
rich and 42 poor districts, the participation figure is sharply reversed
in coruter services. Great wealth differences are clearly shown to be quite
important, with the rich spending approximately twice as much per pupil as the
poor LEAs. In the very large districts, those more than 10,000 in ADA, the
difference, though diminished, is still pronounced.

Which is more important, perceptual data or the comparisons of actual
expenditures among the very rich and the very poor? Superintendents in Texas
have a tendency to perceive equity in access to RESC services, even where it
does not exist. The perception of equity in computer services must yield to the
demonstrated likelihood that access to RESC computers is greater for the rich
than for the poor.

The perception of equity in the use of most RESC services is probably
based in the reality that two-thirds of the costs for RESC services are not
charged to the LEAs, but to state and/or federal receipts. It is also probably
true that less wedlthy LEAs in Texas use most RESC services is much or more than
do the wealthy districts. The important exceptions concern LEAs of great
differences in wealth, and gaps in the services that regquire payment from the
LEAs. This is a crucial finding in terms of equity considerations for the RESC
network. As indicated earlier, media repair is the notewortry exception i) the
exceptions. Proponents of this service claim that its economy attracts the LEAs
which cannot afford more costly options.

Effort. The superintendents of LEAs with lower "true" or market value
tax rates, the districts presumably making less financial effort than others,
report more frequent use of certain services than do superintendents of other
LEAs. The expected simiarity to wealth relationships is reflected in the cor-
relation of effort to service usage.

Remoteness. The executive directors rate remoteness l4th among incentives,
substantially lower than the superintendents score it. Yet the two groups
score it the same on "...service available at... nearby LEA," and the executive
directors score “travel time" higher as a deterrent than do superintendents.
Despite this ambiguity, there is no denying that a relationship exists between
remoteness and the use of some services. [ts influenc2 was rated sligntly ahead
of wealth by the superintendents, and ahead of wealth and size by executive
directors; and it was ranked the leading influence by one regional group, XV,
and two executive directors, V and XIX. Among the strongest and most consistent
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correlations depicted by the regression analysis on perceived usage of RESC
services, were tne negative remoteness relationships for all three computer
services -- pup1l accounting, business services and student termirals. Parallel
negative correlations did not appear im actual expenditure data, because they
did not exist at hign levels of signhificance. All three were negative, however,
with student terminals falling just short of the .05 level. Project data shows
that remote schools Tike small ones, tend to use planning, accreditation and
media in-service programs more than tbe near schools use them. Migrant educa-
tion, more prevalent in farming areas, shows the expected positive correla-
tions with remoteness. Since bilingual education tends to exist more in larger
LEAs than in small ones, the positive correlations with remoteness may bDe .
unexpected. However, there are concentrations of Mexican Americans, the
principal recipients, in regions I, II, XIX and XX. These regions are without
satellites and contain several LEAs some distance from the RESC centers, as do
regions XV and XVIII, whose center locations, San Angelc and Midland, are great
distances from their LEAs near the Rio Grande.

Ethnicity. Correlations clearly confirm the tendency for the targeted
bilingual and migrant education services tc be used by scnool districts with
Mexican American population concentrations. The data also suggest that there
are few such concentrations where there are also large rumbers of black stu-
dents, or else there is a tendency for these two specialized RESC programs to be
unused by such districts. The relationships depicted between ethnicity and a
few other services -- media repair, Child Find and in-service education -- are
weaker, and they appear to be related to factors other than ethnicity.

RESC Variables

While much information was analyzed on a regional basis, none of the RESC
variables appears to have strong influences upon the LEAs' use of services, except
for the expected tendency for computer services to be used more in larger (ADA)
regions containing urban centers. Unexpectedly, the number of LEAs in a region
was found to be negatively correlated with per pupil expenditures for'media
services. Also unexpectedly, insofar as the 25 services in the study are con-
cerned, there is no particular advantage in the comprehensiveness of offerings in
the regions with the most pupils. Differences among the education service agen-
cies in Texas appear to be more dependent upon leadership than upon demographic
characteristics. Tnese are crucial findings. Their implication for equity,
along with those of further discussion of LEA variables, are included in the
final sectinns of the report.
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CHAPTER VI

OBSERVATIONS

This final chapter is divided into three main parts. The first deals
with the concern for equity. There is a brief review of the equity implications
suggested by the various instrumentation approaches to the study. Then, with
some acknowledged redundancy, the implications of the LEA and RESC variables
upon equity are discussed. Conditions which contribute to the excellence with
which RESC plays its current role in Texas are discussed under "RESC character."
Part two of the chapter is a look "down the road" at possible refinements and
role changes. As Texas evaluates its regions, what are some things which should
be contemplated for the future? A short section on future research concludes
the report.

A. EQUITY

Originally called the "equal access" study, this oortior of the ESA descrip-
tive project was to find out "if anyone is left out." Are the poor and minority
populatiops in schools which have the same access to ESA services as the schools
with r+e#'and/or non-minority populations? Do the large and/or urban LEAs have the
same access to services as the small remote districts? [s the ESA system fair?

Perceived Use and Desired Use.

ESA services to LEAs are generally determined by the latter, the clients.
In Texas this is always or nearly always the case. Scme LEAs may unwillingly
participate in RESC services because of financial advantages or limited options,
but none are forced to participate and, in fact, a few do not. Thus, the extent
to which the clients judge RESC services to be available and adequate is a .
crucial, perhaps the most crucial, dimension of the equity consideration.

The judgment of 684 superintendents establishes levels of agreement between
perceived uses and desired uses of RESC services that are beyond expectations.
An exact match from a large group ov respondents on all services would repre-
sent the unattainable, yet matches in most services occur On most individual
response sheets, every group examined--regions, large, small, rich, poor--
produced matches in one or more services and near matches occurred on several
services on statewide means. '

There is overwhelming evidence in tais study that most superintendents in
Texas believe the RESC system to be fair. One hundred twenty-eight superinten-
dents of very poor LEAs perceived the frequency of use of RESC services to be as
high or higher than that perceived by 145 of their counterparts in very wealthy
districts. Even where hard participation data show that access tc sowe services
is more limited for impoverished districts, superintencents jenerally perceive

equity.
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Detemmination about unegqual access from the survey of actual and desired
uses lies beyond the differences in perceptions of the rich and poor and resides
in the acknowledgement that there are few, i any, "free" services; and the
related costs of participation are more burdensome for the poor than forjthe
rich. It cannot be assumed that access is equal when money reasons--RESC fees,
costs of substitutes, travel costs, absence of state or federal aid-~are cited
for using services at less than the desired frequency.

Except for the expected limitation on computer usage for the small and
remote, size and distance have less than the expected impact on service usage
in the vast expanse of Texas. The difference in usage exceeds the 0.2 amount (on
the six-point scale) in 17 of 25 services, but nine of these are used more by the
large, eight by the small. Of more concern with respect to equity is the extent
to which desired use exceeds perceived use in each group. Here again, one group
appears not to be.more advantaged or disadvantaged than the other. Both want
more services for the gifted and talented, more use of student terminals, and
more media repair services. The multiple regression analysis adds no new Tight.
It confimms that smallness and remoteness deny access tc computer services, that
the small and remote LEAs use some other services more than large LEAs. In
ethnicity it strongly confirms the delivery of bilingual and migrant education
to the targeted Mexicin American populations. ‘leaker relationship of ethnicity
to perceived service use in media repair, Chiid Find and cooperative purchasing,
have no apparent expianation beyond the coincidence of regional policy unrelated
to minority populations.

Participation Accorcing to RESC Reports of Receipts

N~

Reports of RESC receipts from LEAs in 1977-78 allowed their translation by
project staff inco LEA expenditures per pupil for selected RESC services. LEAs
in and around the large urban areas, where regional enrollment are high, have
greater access to computer services. Regions, except for VII, with fewer LEAs
tend to spend more per pupil on media services.

The analysis of means of per pupil expenditures provides the most surpri-
sing information, in light of the perceptual analyses, concerning computer
usage. It provides clear indication that the very rich LEAs use computer
services & great deal more than do very poor districts. Its contrast with
percetlved computer usage, leads to the sugyestion that, in Texas, LEA super-
infendents sometimes perceive equity where inequity exists. The magnitude of
the difference between the rich and poor is startling. ‘Though this analysis
runs counter to perceived computer usage, it adds emphasis to concerns expressed
about money-related deterrents and about reasons for participating at less than
desired levels in RESC services, It adds weight to the suspicion that state
and federal financial support for services contributes more to equity than LEA
superintendents perceive. Yet that is not the explicit statement prompted by
the data.

Incentives and Deterrents

The superindentendents from rich LSAs and those from the poor districts are
hardly distinguisable in their scoring of most 1ncentives and deterrents, except
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for the money-related items. Even among the poor, five non-money incentives are
rated ahead of the leading money incentive, "all costs paid by state and/or
federal source(s)." Other incentives such as RESC costs, resource adequacy and,
especially, program economy, are rated higher by the poor than by the rich.

They also score higher on th.ee money items as deterrents--cost of substitutes,
absence of state or federal support for services, and RESC charges. As indi-
cated earlier, these differences are not as large as one might expect from
districts-of such tremendous disparity in wealth. But they are too important to
be ignored. The costs of substitutes and the absence of state or federal
support limit access for all, but they disproportionately and thus, unfairly,
deny some services to the poor.

Tie differences on resource-related incentives and deterrents between
the large and small are not as great as differences on the same items among the
rich and poor LEAs. They are somewhat similar, however, with the responses from
small.LEAs akin to those from the rich, and those of the large likened to those
of the poor. In responses to the non-money deterrents, there is a hint that
some RESCs understand, cooperate with, involve and serve smaller LEAs more those
above 2500 ADA. These differences are small, but they may bear upon tre accessi-
bility of some RESC services to large: districts. .

It is difficult to detect what relationship ethnicity has to access to RESC
services beyond the targeted programs in bilingual and migrant education. This
is part of the study too sensitive to investigate in depth with anytaing other
than the interview schedules which were beyond the resource and logistical
capability of the project. Beyond the formal instrumentation of this study,
limited contact has revealed that some Mexican Americans sense discrimination at
times because of the poverty of their districts or because the RESC boards of
airectors, joint committeec and staffs are over representative of the outnumbered
non-minority populations. But only in Region I, which has the state's sole
Mexican American executive directar and a majority of the state's few Mexican
American superintendents, does a substantial depdarture exist from the statewide
low score assigned to the minority issue as an incentive or deterrent.* Even
there, howsver, the, presence or absence of minority representation on the RESC
board and staff-is not sufficient to change it from its lowest ranking among all
the incentives and deterrents. .

Forced Rankings of Important Influences

Although there is consistent indication that the three LEA variables,
wealth, size and remoteness, influence participation less than program quality
and leadership, it is also clear that small departures from this pattern lend
added meaning to the access concern. Though ranked lower than remoteness by
superintendents as well as executive directors, wealth is regarded as more
important than remoteness and size in that cluster of regions with low LEA
receipts, and it is placed ahead of remoteness and size by several exkcutive
directors. Remoteness, according to the average ranking of executive directors,
affects access more than wealth or size; the superintendents, statewide, rate
it barely ahead of wealth as such an influence. But the two executive directors

* Thirteen of the 20 respondent superintendents in Region [ have Spanish sur-
names. There were 19 such superintendents among the 684 respondents, state-
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in Regions V and XiX rate it first among all six influences, as do the super- °.
intendents from all Ragion XV. Not a single exécutive director or regional

group of superintendents rate.size among the first two places despite the
differences in service usage. But several rate it ahead of wealth and
remoteness. y o

EA Variables.

Size. Size generally is not a major factor in determining whether or not
Texac LEAs can get the RESC services they want. Ic¢ has great influence on the
use of computer services, and it 1nfluences the frequency of use of some other
services, according to study data. But differences between use and desired use
are about the same for large and small LEAs, and size 1s assigned relatively low
influence priority by LEA superintendents and RESC executive directors. The
equity depicted among LEAs of great size disparity in Texas is surprising,
particularly when the characteristic of smallness is compounded by that of
remcteness. Perhaps there are compensations in the wealth of small Texas LEAs,
or in the RESC awareness of them, that account for the enviable relationship
between size and service access depicted by the data.

As expected, the relationship is ternished in the area of computer services.
There %s logic in the superintendents' judgments that both use and desired use
of computer student accounting and business services should be less frequent in
small schools than in large. But it is difficult to accept the judgment tnat
the need for access to student terminals in small schools is only half that of
larger schcols. Yhe terminals, as well as other autotutorial devices, are
needed more in small schools to compensate for the limited comprehensiveness of
the educational programs. In Texas, small school students are denied that
access by a variety of factors, but most of all, perhaps, by the tendency of
small communities to accept less for their students, even when rescurces are
available to achieve parity.

On"the other hand, Texas, quite appropriately will provide, as a result of
1979 legislation and an implementdtion decision by the Commissioner, financial
incentive for schools under 1,000 ADA to collaborate under the auspices of the
education service centers. In some services, the small schools already use more
than the large schools. In the course of tnis study, three superintendents from
very large LEAs (>10,000 ADA) made marginal notes and/or phone comments that
RESCs either "did not understand" or "lacked the capacity" to serve large LEAS.*
Also, in scoring the degree of deterrence, large school (>2,500 ADA) superinten-
dents scored several non-money items higher than did stmall school superinten-
dents, providing thereby, faint support of the three who believed RESCs are
better designed to serve small schools.

Staff Ratio. The relationship of staff ratio to service use is hardly
distinguishable from that of size to service use. The slightly greater emphasis
Jiven to staff ratio in crime prevention and drug education, bus driver training
and the combined service groups for media and in-service education, suggests that

*More than 30 phune calls were made to LEA superintendents wnen the actual-
desired use .nstrument was incomplete or possibly misunderstood. No formal
attempts were made to elicit comments on RESC, but several, mostly favorable,
were volunteecred.
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the need for and use of such services are greater in the very small schools.
While these schools have the advantage of small student-teacher ratios, the need
for specialists is greater.

" Wealth.. As indicated earlier, the data concerning service usage among the
rich and poor is mixed in their messages about eauity. There is no serious
question that equity is perceived by superintendents, that wealth is ranked low
by them and by the executive directors as an influence on participation. Thg
- project staff has.repeatedly been impressed by this appearance of equity, and by
the translation of perceptual data into more frequent use of several RESC
services by the poor LEAs. Since it foilows that the poor nave tewer local
resources and, therefore, greater need for RESC services, the more frequent use
of services contributes to equity in the Texas system of elementary/secondary
education. :

A closer look at the data, however, leads to qualifications. In the list
of 25 services included in the use-desired use survey, 17 generally require no
LEA charge. They are supported by base state funding or by categorical state or
federal funding. In 14 of the 17, perceived use by the poor equals or exceeds
that of the rich LEAs. In the eight services which must be purchased py LEA
funds, the rich LEAs use the service more than the poor in six of them. When
the perceptual data and the recorded use data are carefully consideged together,
it is clear that very rich districts purchase more RESC services than do very
poor LEAs. It is also logical to expect related costs for participation, such
as payment of substitutes and travel costs, to be more burdensome on the poor.

The fact that equity is perceived even where it does not exist, may par-
tially compensate for financial disadvantage and account for access differences
that are far below expected levels for LEAs with great wealth disparity. Tnere
is little question, however, that access of very poor districts to LcA financed

RESC programs, is more limited than that of very rich districts.

Effort. Low effort, as judged by a "true tax rate", is generally associated
with Tow wealth. The suburban-like situations where high personal incomes might
accompany low tax bases devoid of industrial property are obvious exceptions.

Poor people simply cannot afford high tax rates. It is not surprising, there-
fore, to find high correlation between low wealth and low effcrt, when measurement
of "effort" inappropriately is confined to levels of property taxes rather than
the ability to [y them. :

Remoteness. The extent to which Texas yoes to compensate for remoteness is
reflected im data which produces no negative ~orrelations with service use,
except for computer services. Somewhat unexpectedly, there are four positive
correlations. However, the relatively low ranking assigned to remoteness on
the post-card survey reflects the higher priority assigned to program quality
and leadership, and not to insignificance concerning remoteness. It denies
access to computer usage, forty LEA superintendents in one west Texas region
rated it the most important of the six influences, and proximity is regarded as
a moderate incentive fur participation. The failure of remoteness to cause
greater denial of ac-ess reflects great credit to the RESCs.

Ethnicity. Survey data indicated that targeted prograis reach the Mexican

Americans. Cthnicity, as an incentive and deterrent, was at the bottom. of the
lists of all groups except the 19 superintendents with Mexican American surnames.

103




82

This could well mean that it is, or can_become, & serious problem because it is
not now perceived as one. Minorities are underrepresented in high level staff
positions and on yoverning boards of public agericies. The non-minority leader-
ship represented by LEA superintendents and executive directors does not feel,
apparently, that this is a handicap in communication or that it contributes to
minority suspicion of the establishment and its understanding and capacity to
serve.

Minority represéntation may be better than it was in 1975-76. The study of"
RESCs by the Intercultural Development Research Association (IDRA) indicated
there were seven Spanish surnamed and two black members ameng 139 members of
RESC boards of directors. Project data for 1977-78 indicate there sere two -
black and nine Spanish surnamed amorg 140 members. There is one iexican Ameri-
can executive director now; there was none then. In 1975-76, 19 of 1053 members
of the joint committees, mostly superintendents, were Spanish surnamed, four
were black. It is not known how many black superintendents existed in 1977-78,
but there were 19 Spanish surnamed superintendents in 62 percent of the schools.
This reflects the increasing tendency, no doubt, for Mexican Americans to be
elected to LEA boards.

The representation of minorities on RESC boards may increase in the next
few years because of 1979 changes in the State Board of Education's regulations
governing the election of RESC board members. They will no longer be elected by
the RESC joint committees, but by balloting of LEA board member. Changes will
reflect the extent to which minorities get elected to LEA board membership.

There was no evidence in the IDRA study, nor is there avidence in this one,
that docuiments denial of access to RESC services to ethnic minorities. There
is, however, denial of access to the extremely poor and they tend to be the
ethnic minorities. This study finds that access to services is more limited for
the very poor than for the very rich. Together with the tendencies of minorities
to feel they are left out, and the contribution to that feeling by underrepre-
sentation in important places, this confirms that disadvantage to the poor is
compounded by ethnic minority status.

RESC Variables .

The multiple regression analysis on service use and RESC variables was
limited to participation data from RESC records. As indicated earlier tne data
on technical assistance contacts were so varied in meaning that they could not
be used for compariscns among regions. Inferences are drawn from other data
that partially compensate for this loss and allow limited comment on RESC
variables, but the effort suffers serious loss because of the small number ot
services included in the regression analysis. Nonetheless, some meaningful
points can be made about RESC variables.

Number of LEAs. The negative correlation between the use of media and
the number of LEAs in regions is interesting and, perhaps, puzzling. The
correlations are so strong that they should be assigned to chance #ith great
reluctance. The eight repnrting regions which offer media repair include the
four regions with the lowest number of LEAs, and only two regions are above the

>~
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median im this characteristic.* Further argument to assign the relationship to
something other than coincidence is provided by a similar correlation's presence
in initial, as well as unique, assocpations and by tne negative correlation in
flim use, a service present in all 20 RESCs. This finding with respect to media
service points out the need for data on this variable for the whole array of
services. Conceivably they could have important bearing upon judgments about
the number of regions Texas should have. It was noted in Table 7, on page 23,
where data about selected RESC charactersitics were compared to those in eleven
other states, that the median number of LEAs in Texas regions, 52, is substan-
tially more than the medians in the other states. There are so many small
districts in its wide open spaces, tnhat it takes a greater number of them to
provide the mini wn student base Texcs deemed desirable for-the roles played by
RESC. Despite the great areas and large number of LEAs, there are four regions
short of the 50,000 student enrollment base sought at the time of establishment.

The data on media use is limited, but the correlation is too strong to be
ignored. There is basis for surmising that the correlation reflects the ability
of the regions with smaller numbers of LEAs to get agreement among clients about
the kinds and levels of services that are provided. For some reason or another,
Egzess to media services in Texas is greater in regions with fewer numbers of

S. .

Size (fall enroliment, 1977, and 1977-78 size of professional staff).
EnrolTment and staff size are discussed together Decause, except for the use of
student terminals, the multiple regression analysis indicates that the correla-
tions with service use are almost the same for both variables. This should pe
expected, particularly in view of the base funding scheme which provided about
60 percent of the allocation according to-ADA, “and since the computer staffs are
in the more populous regions. No relationship to RESC size is reflected in
media use, positive correlations exist in driver education and in computer pupil
accounting. The correlation of terminal use and regional enrollment is not
reflected for size of the RESC staff. :

_ Student population may be the most common index used in the establishment

of ESAs. There is no denying its importance. Some would point ‘to achievable
efficieacy and comprehensiveness when ESAs nave great numbers of students and

v LEA staff members. Corisistent with this theme, one would expect that the small
RESCs "in Texas would offer less and spend more per student., But no region in
Texas offers fewer than 20 of tne 25 services surveyed and, generally, the
number of offerings do not vary according to RESC size, except where the small
RESCs are more apt to provide cooperative purchasing and health services than
the large ones. The small ones, through contracting with Multi-Regional Planning
Centers and teleprocessing can and do offer computer services, and in other
services, one RESC may contract with ancther for services it may not staff. In
terms of comprehensiveness, the small -RESCs appear to match their laryer counter-
parts -- a requirement for equity in the system. -

*Although 11 RESC executive directors reported media repair services as an
offering, three provided no reports of receipts from sampled districts.




the regions with the fewest ones.

5 .

What about the issue of efficiency? The data on regional receipts suggests
that the smaller regions tend to spend more per pupil than large regions. But
this does not suggest to project s;aff that students in small remote schools
could be served at a lower cost by larger regions. Sparsity demands extra

" investment for equal services-whether or not the RESC which must accomodate it

is large or small. Texas apparently meets that challenge by guaranteeing all
RESCs $200,000 in base funding, before the balance of the state allocation

is divided on a per pupil basis; and by using federal and state categorical
funds in all RESCs. The variation in categorical funds, such as bilingual and
migrant education, reflects the differing needs about the state.

Undoubtedly, ESA proponents in Texas debate whether their RESCs should be
larger, smaller, or stay about the same. The IDRA study conjectured that they
may be too large to be as responsive as they should be.[11] However, if one
judges by the extent to which clients appear satisfied with present RESC ser-
vices, it must be concluded that there is no basis for changing the size of the

RESCs.

This question cannot easily be laid- aside, however. A reminder of the
geographical vastness of Texas is appropriate. Aside from the indescribable
expanse of Alaska, no state comes close to Texas in area. The second largest
among the 48 contiguous states is California, and it is approximately 60 percent
the size of Texas. Translation of this great area to the 20 regions yields an
average RESC area of mor. than 13,000 square miles, greater than the areas of
nine separate states, greater than the combined area of Connecticut and New
Jersey, with 31 ESAs between them. The three large west Texas regions, XVIII,
XVI, and XV, each exceeds the size of West Virginia, and Region XVIII alone is
larger than Indiana. When Region XVIII is combined with either Region XVI, or
XV, the two-region area is larger than 30 individual states. In the sparsely
settled open spaces of Texas the state had to go to extremes in area to get the
student bases it deemed appropriate for its RESCs. In addition to the covering
of great areas, the regions also include large numbers of LEAs. This may tend
to submerge the identity and the “ownership" feeling among the LEAs, except for

-

The area covered by Texas' 20 regions is greater than the combined area of
seven states covering more than 300 ESAs.* But even where the state could have
reduced the area within them and formed more RESCs with adequate ADA, it did not
do so. Region IV may be the largest multi-district region of its type in the
United States. It has more pupils than almost half the states; it has more than
twice as many as the combination of its three contiguous neighbors, Regions [I1,
Vv, and VI. Region X, with more than 300,000 ADA, is adjacent to Region VIII,
one of the state's smallest in student population and in area. Region XX has

_approximately 225,000 pupils, but stretches from San Antonio to the Mexican

border. Region X, with more than 200,000 pupils, abuts Region IX, the state's
smallest, with fewer than 40,000. The final example, Region VII, encompasses

* The area of Texas is approximately 266,000 square miles. There are 307 ESAs in
Connecticut (6), New York (44), New Jersey (25), Pennsylvania (29), Ohio (87),
Michigan (58) and I[1linois (58), with a combined 7-state area of approximately

° 263,000 square miles, according to the 1979 Rand McNally Road Atlas and the
Stephens multi-state study.
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17 counties and 100 LEAs; and|%t abuts Region-VIII, which has less than half the -

pupils and half the arez. Some of these large RESCs have established satellite
offices from which to serve and relate to LEA clients. ‘

S The existence of these very large enrol.lment regions, even where viable
options for smaller ones once existed, has created great »ize disparities within
tha network. These disparities may be a source of tension among the RESCs as
they cope with funding and governance problems at the state level. Yet.clients -
say they like the system, and no suggested change in the configuration is
recommended as long as the RESC role is essentially confined to instructional
support services. - When and if this changes to include more LEA collaboration
for direct instruction, the cenfiguration should be restudied to create more
regions or to increase the numbet of existing RESCs with satellite centers.

The study of the Texas RESCs yields many surprises. One of the biggest
relates to the extent to which they apparently contribute to equity in service
access despite their ten co one disparity in ADA and despite a seven to One
variation in area, where even the smallest is far greater than areas of ESAs in
other states. These very great differences within tne statc 10 not exert
primary influence on use of RESC services. That cocmes from the human factors at ot
;;%work at the LEA, RESC and TEA levels. .

Wealth. Projact data suggests that differences in LEA wealth have more
impact on equity than differences in regional wealth. Total per pupil RESC
receipts from the three poorest regions, I, XIX and XX, are near the average for
the state; and their receipts from LEAS, ostensibly more directly related to
wealth. are higher than those in most regions. That may reflect their density,
‘their.greater need for and use of computer services, but it is clear that
regional wealth in Texas is not a critical influence on equity. Even in the
rich rural regions where per pupil receipts are high, the advantage.comes from
state base funding and from categorial state and federal programs -- not from
rural LEAs using their considerable wealth to purchase services from RESCs.

Expenditure Level. It was assumed that a parallel exists betweern receipts
and expenditures. rigJre 5, on page 2G, depicts the 1977-78 receipts for
the RESCs and readily shows the regional variations. The multiple regression
analysis of LEA receipts is not informative because it is so limited in the span
of services covered. Essentially, it constitutes an identity with computer
usage, because mere LEA re€eipts are used for computers than for any other
service.

Per pupil expenditure level ‘n Texas varies according to three main influ-
ences. The first of these is base funding. Beyond $200,000 every region gets
the same per pupil amount, but $200,000 computes to approximately $5.29 per
oupil in Region IX and .40 cénts in Region IV, with all others falling between
these amounts. While this seems to abuse the concept of equity, that judgment

_should be withheld until the base funding picture is completed. When the
remaining allocation for base funding, approximately $6,150,000, is divided by
the statewide ADA, the resulting amount, $2.42 per pupil is added to each
region’s $200,000. Now it can be seen that Region IX, the state's smallest,
received approximately $291,000 and Region IV, the iargest, received approxi-
mately $1.4 million. The five to one gross ratio translates to a one to three
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ratio in per pupil amount, or $2.82 to $7.71. Undoubtedly there are great
differences of opinion in Texas about fairness in base funding. It must be
remembered, however, that the issue of fairness is not decided by which region
gets more or less in gross figures or per pupil amounts. It is decided by LEA
access to services. What does- it take for students and staff in Region IX to
have about the same agcess to services as those in Region IV? This study would
judge the base funding strategy in Texas to be rational, based upon the re- .
sponses concerning service usage. The arguments will continue and, in fact,

_ there may be a more equitable arrangement than the one in use. But until a high
level of confidence is denerated in a different arrargement, this one should be
carefully guarded. The $200,000 allocation per region is required by those
rural regions to muster a framework of basic services. A reduced per pupil
allocation in funding would be unfair to those larger regions which inust stretch
their resources to serve many people. )

The second main influence on expenditure level is categorical funding.
Targeted programs in bilingual and migrant education are supported by state
and federal funds. The Multi-Regional Processing Centers get subsidies to
provide.computer services, and such programs as bus driver training, drug
education and special education operate on special funding.

-

The third main influence on expenditure level falls under the general
rubrics of leadership and program decisions. It depends upon the initiative and
skill displayed in pursuit of competitive grants and categorial funding. It
~~"degemtls upon what RESC and LEA leadership establish as service nriorities and
what local funding, where needed, can be obtained. It is this influence that
obscures regional variations according to size or wealth or other character-
istics. [t is rightly regarded by LEA superintendents and executive directors
as the extent to which discretion is used to set one region apart from another.

The expenditure level in Texas reflects great effort by the state to
promote equal access to services. Base fundihy guarantees a minimum level of -
service, which costs more pe= pupil in small rural populations, but requires
greater total amounts in large centers. Categorical funding provides proqgrams
for populations with special needs. These, in a sense, are the “fail-safe”

s efforts by the state to meet basic service needs in an equ:table manner. Beyond
providing the wherewithal for a reasonable minimum service program, the extent
to which the state's effort is realize¢ and extended depends upon the leadership
exercised within the regions.

Remoteness. The effect of distance between LEAs and the RESC centers is
not as impQrtant an influence on service use as anticipated. The use-desired
use analyse indicated that it influences use of computer services. [a explor-
ing this as a RESC variable in regression analysis, distance from the farthest

. LEA to a RESC center or satellite was used. No significant correlation was
established. In the comparison of means, however, where regions with satellites
were compared to the others with the largest distances, the disadvantage to
computer usage was again demonstrated. Aside from computer use, RESC data do
not establish remoteness as a critical variable on service use in Texas.
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RESC Character

.Despite many probes and much “ita this study cannot establish with certi-
tude, ‘which factors most influence .EA participatior in RESC services. It is
far more important to see that many things are important and that there is no
substitute for excellent program quality and competent leadership at'the RESC
and LEA levels. The clarion message from the respondents is that service usage
depends upon the manageable elements in the RESC :nvironment -- not upun uncon-
trollable Eactors such as remoteness, size and weaith. 1he overriding impor-

tance of program quality and Ieaaersﬁ1p depends ultimately upon their expression

in regional philoscphy and in regional policy and program decisions.

[+

State Leadership. RESC character reflects the state's philosophy that
RESCs shouid extend and equalize educational oppertunity, they should impreove
&wo-way communication between the TEA and the | cAs, they should accomodate state
priorities as well as local priorities; and their essence, program and service
delivery, should respond to the voluntary expressions of client reeds. State
policy and program decisions to promote equity are expressed in the approach to
base funding, in categorical funds for populations with special needs, in
subsidies for media, computer centers and other service components. Mcre
recently it has been expressed in the identification of RESC as the instrument
through which some local cocperatives for small schools must operate.

The legislation, the State Board of Education and the TEA have together
produced a high® favorable environment for success in RESC leadership and
programming. The advocacy of the Commissioner and senior JEA staff, the
assignment of coordinating responsibility for the RESC network to the associ-
ate commissioner's level, and the monthly involvement of the RESC directors
in planning and programming for the state's system of elementary/secondary
education testify to uncommon awareness of the value of RE.”s, and uncommon
insight into ways to enhance thein greater potantial. In addition to providing
financial support to the agencies, and status and psychological support to their
executive directors, the state has established quality control through required
periodic planning and evaluative procedures. The ingredients exist for RESCs to
* perform their service role well. Program and leadership at the regional level
are paramount concerns. They, more than size, wealth or remoteness, explain
regionw] differences from the clients point of view. They are the ultimate
expressions of RESC character that explain field approval of the network's
performance. v

RESC Leadership. "If modern educational needs are to be fulfilled... RESAs
must rise to... leadership in educational affairs and become a major influence
toward renewal and reform."* TEA's Associate Comnissioner James Hill believed
that the executive directors in Texas are responding to that challenge as he
" called for leadership among ESA directors in all states where they exist. The

jmportance of leadership at the RESC level is enunciated by TEA officials, and

emphasized by LEA superintendents and executive directors in the forced rankings
and in the szores assigned to management-related functions among incentives

*Dr. A1, Texas' Associate Commissioner for Field Services, made this statemert

)\ " in his sbegch to ESA administr-tors at the February, 1979 convention of the >
American Adsociation of Schoui Administrators, New Orleans.




and deterrents. Second to program quality in the statewide rankings of super-
intendents RESC leadership was ranked highest of all factors by the superin-
tendents in six regions, and nine of the 20 executive directors rated it first
or cecond.

Good leadership at all levels is critically important to RESC success in
program delivery, but the RESC executive directors are in a strategic position
to knit the components of the state system together in a sensitive and effec-
tive manner. Apparently, the TEA and LEAs encourage and expect the executive
directors to authentically transmit grass roots opinion to the TEA, and to
return to the field with understanding and advocacy for state programs they help

to shape. This study did not ask LEA superintendents to rate the quality of

RESC leadership, but ¢~ explicitly rank its importance. There is little doubt,
however, that the leadership is also generally regarded as favorable, if RESC
program quality is considered a reflection of RESC leadership.

LEA Leadership. In one sense, that of the superintendent's general atti-
tude toward RESC, LEA leadership is a reflection of the executive director's
leadership -- the importance he assigns to superintendents, and the sk111 and
legitimacy he devotes to participatory administration of RESC. The impact of
LEA superintendents on the RESC program and operation, however, is prime. iy
an expression of the quality of local leadership. Voluntary cooperative tSAs
dependent upon lccal resources go out of business when superintendents cease
to care about them and cease to encourage LEA participation in services. The
process would take longer in Texas where RESCs rely heavily on siate and federal
funds, but that funding would soon disappear without the involvement and support
of LEA superintendents.

The executive directors know all this. They assigned the highest score
in +*. “~rced rankings to LEA leadership. It was also acknowledged by the
su.e - dents, themselves, as a close pursuer of program quality ard RESC
leacdersatp in the rankings. Only three of 20 RESC executive directors placed
1+ out of the top three in the rankings, and only seven regional averages of
superintendents' ratings did likewise. As a group, Texas superintendents have
demonstrated interest in RESC by their 62 percent response to a demanding
survey instrument; they have demonstrated their support through favorable
reports of service use. They are probably the most important field advocates
for the regions, and they are key to their success.

Those who feel a sense of responsibility for successful RESCs help keep
regional programs sensitive to local needs. They help their staffs develop
the capacity to share and to participate in needed programs. Given a general
Texas eavironment that enables RESC to provide good programs, the LEA-by-LEA
accessibility to available programs may be mo.e dependent upon each superinten-
dent -- his or her philosophy, attitude, confidence and willingness to s.cre --
than upon any other factor.

Program Quality. "Given the present funding and governance of Regional
fducation Service centers (RESCs)..." program quality is rated first among
participation influences in the forced ranking survey responses of 200 superin-
tendents.* In the use-desired use exercise, the extent of dissatisfaction by

FThe quote was the opening phrase in the post-card forced ranking survey.
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superintendents on an array of 25 services is analagous to a situation where
one of every three superintendents cites program quality not at all, and each of
the other two Cite it once as an 1nhibitor to service use. It was checked 441
times by 684 superintendents, or in 2.7 percent or their 16,485 response oppor-
tunities. The mix of statutes, regulations arnd funding, together with the
coordinated way in which the executive directors and TEA work together, has
resulted in similar program patterns among the regions. Yet the state enhances
the adaptability of the state system of schools by changing its categorical
funding pattern upon occasion, and by encouraging programming options according
to local desires. As one executive director described it , "We're all alike,
but we're all different." As indicated in Table 3 on pages 16 and 17, there
are some differences in offerings, but judgments on program quality relate to
the primary differerices among RESCs -- those of emphasis and adaptation to local
needs.

Study data indicate that RESCs are playing their intended role quite well,
and that flaws in the network are confined to possible refinements, or more
fundamentally, to limitations in its role. The RESC network operates in an
environment and in ways that appear to demonstrate, in the main, remarkable
equity 1n the accessibility of Texas LEAs to regional services.

B. RECCMMENDED POSSIBILITIES FOR
IMPROVEMENT OF THE NETWORX

Refineinents

This term is used to introduce discussion of adjustments in tne network,
because project data do not suggest or warrant substantial changes in the way
RESC provides existing services. Project staff believes the following modifi-
cations could make a good support system better.

RESC Leadership. [t was neither the intent nor the design of this project
to evaluate RESC leadership. There was, however, conscious 2ffort to coilect
and array data so that each executive director could look at the similarities
and differences among regions and ask himself, "What implications, if any, do
the ‘data have for my leadership?" For example, contewplation of Tables 5 and 6
together, on pages 19 and 22, respectively, should lead to some interesting
questions. What accounts for dramatic differences in expenditures per pupil
between regions with similar characteristics? What regional initiative is \
reflected by the RESCs that attract large amounts of state and federal monies
over and beyond money mandated for targeted populations? What does it mean when
the LEAs in one region spend two to eight or ten times as much per pupil for
RESC services as the LEAs in a neighboring region, or when some Tow-wealth \\~///
regions get more money out of their LEAs than their richer couiterparts?

Such comparisons should not be limited to receipts’and expenditures. The
graphs in Appendix A al16w each executive director to look at use-desired use
responses of his region and compare them to state averages, and they allow him to
see how the responses of superintendents in nis region compare to those around
the state on incentives, deterrents and the rankings of influences on partici-
pation. |
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The salf-questioning of each executive director should go beyond project
data. How is my leadership reflected in the quality of the RESC staff and the
quality of its performance? It is in constant contact with LEA staffs. What am
I doing to make it as effective as possible? How does my leadership impact upon
the LEA superintendents? Do they see me as working "with" them instead of “on"
them? Do they trust me, do they see me as sensitive to their problems, is RESC
responsive to the needs of their LEAs? Do the superintendents see me as stretch-
ing them to seek creative approaches to problems? Do they expect to have
grass-roots—influence on state programs and policies through me as I monthly
work with otler a2xecutive directors and the TEA in Austin? Do they and the TEA
see me as an :ffective communicator with the field on state programs, some of
which I relp shape? Az I enhancing the adaptability of the state system of
schools, or am [ contributing to its rigidity? The preceding questions are
among those the state's executive directors should ask themselves if they are to
improve upon the generally excellent leadership they already provide. Each one
functions at a critical juncture in the elementary/secondary education system of
Texas; each helps the TEA and the LEAs relate in their common endeavor. Each is
entrusted with the leadership of an important and integral delivery system for
educational services. In view of the importance of the role, the executive
directors must represent the best educational leadership available. Toward that
end each RESC board of directors should conduct a periodic review of tha perfor-
mance of its executive director. (Perhaps it could be a part of the five-year
accountability cycle upon which.each RESC has embarked.) The review should be
along genera! quidelines worked out in concert by the TEA and the group of
executive direccers, and the review in each RESC should be in accord with
performance expectations jeintly developed by each executive director and his
bonard f directors. .

Accountabilitv. Like ESAs in most states, RESCs need to devise a routine
way of describing and reporting LEA-by-LEA participation in services to the

TEA and to the LEAs. It may be oversimplification to call tnis an exercise
whera counts of technical assistance contacts with LEA staff, and counts of
instiuction, assessment and/or guidance contacts with LEA pupils are maintained
and reported. Yet these participation indices are important. They should be
supplemented by 4 limited (one page) plan outline for each offering and a later
brief in-house report which provides evidence and opinion en the extent to which
progress was or was not made toward quantitative anc qualitative goals in the
nlan. ‘

The information generated should be useful to each LEA superintendent
who wishes to see his or her LEA's participation in RESC services in the per-
spective of that reported for all LEAs in the region. It would also allow the
superintendent to see how use.varies within an LEA, particularly if it contains
different attendance areas. (It is about as easy to count film deliveries to
buildings as it is to count them to districts.) The information would be
valuable to the LEA superintendent or other representative who sits on the RESC
Joint Committee, makes judgements and gives advice upon RESC program quality and
configuration.




Such a system would complement the accountability provisions established
in Senate Bill 1 in 1977. It would be very useful to the TEA as it repcrts
periodically to the public, the Scate Board of Education and the Legislature;
and as it evaluates RESC performance, and works with excecutive directors for
planned changes in statewide program emphases.

Most of all, it would be useful to the RESCs in their continuing assess-
ment and program adaptation processes. Suggestion of its value is provided
by the number of RESCs which have already designed and installed participation
counts and program appraisals. However, there are two concerns which should be
expressed concerning systems in place. They are not standardized and, there-
fore, not usable for comparisons across the stare. Their differences caused the
project staff to drop its counts of technical assistance contacts. Some of them
may be leading to accountability measures that cost more than they are worth.
Care must be taken to keep the staff from investing inordinate time and resources
0 a system where. "the tall wags the dog."

The project staff is not aware of superior models for Texas to emulate in
tracking participation in state and/or federally financed programs. New York
may have the best system, but it is regarded by many ESA administrators as
cumbersome and control-oriented, more suitable for state monitoring than for
regional program management and improvement. The best model for Texas probably
is some adaptation of one or 2 combination of several of the existing RESC
accountability systems. There is considerable field expertise within the State.
The TEA would do well to tap this expertise, develop and install a uniform and
Balanced statewide system of participation reporting. I1he result could benefit
Texas as well as other states with EdAs.

Governance. Until 1979 the members of the RESC boards of directors were
selected by the joint committees, which are constituted primarily of LEA super-
intendents. This procedure left the superintendents vulnerable to charges of
"professionals serving themselves", and it was changed in early 1979 to provide
for the election of RESC board members by members of the LEA boards of educa-
tior.. The State Board of Education, which made the change, left the method of
balloting to be determined by the RESC board.

From the bias of project staff, the State Board acted wisely in assigning
voting responsibility to local board members, but the voting procedure should
have been prescribed, also, for all regions. The Texas regions are so ‘large
geographically and contain so many LtAs, that extra effort should be made to get
LEA board members to identify with RESC and, through RESC, with board members of
other LEAs. Some contributien to this objective could be made by requiring each
RESC to hold an annual meeting at which the LEA board members would learn about
RESC progfams through reports of the RESC board and staff, and LEA superintendents.
At such a meeting, those nominated for the RESC board could be introduced by
advocates or make cthort presentations that would allow the prospective voters
there to learn something about the candidates before balloting. Except for
absentee balloting in case of illness or travel, only those LEA board members
present in the meeting should be eligible to vote. If it is simply not reason-
able or feasible to get LEA board members in one meeting at one time and place,
some alternative procedure for subregional meetings should be de:ised. Undoubt-
edly many LEA board members learn a great deal about RESCs from their LEA super-
intendents. They should have some direct experience with the agencies, however,
and they should, where feasible, see and hear candidates before they vote.

113

.



This should be the culminating activity in a planned comprehensive program of

disseminatin and involvement aimed at facilitating understanding of RESC by
LEA board members.

Although RESCs and the TEA appropriately have no legal responsibility for
either organization, the respective state associations for board members and
superintendents should consider organizing themselves in sub-state regions con-

ruent with RESCs 1f they have not already done so. Such decisions would
enhance organizational 1§ent1t1es with RESCs and add common regional interests to
the common LEA and state interests which concern local board members and superin-
tendents.

The policy direction and fiduciary responsibility for RESCs at the regional
level appropriately belong to lay boards of education elected by LEA board
members. This is consistent with traditions in elementary/secondary educa-
tion, it should generate more trust in RESCs among citizens at the local level
and legislators at¢ the state level. This report, and at least one other, have
called attention to the typical underrepresentation of minorities on boards
and staffs of RESCs in regions with substancial minority populations.[12] The
new election procedure prescribed by the State Board of Education provides
lay communities better opportunity to influence RESC board and staff con-
stituency.

However, the change should not minimize the crucial involvement of LEA
superintendents in the affairs of RESC. Their great concern about RESC and
their general approval of the agency is evident by their responses to this
study. But their interest and support cannot be taken for granted. Project
staff stopped short of the suggestion that the recommendations of the Jjoint
committees be required on major RESC program decisions prior to board action
on them. The fact that such was considered, however, supports the contention
that RESC responsiveness to LEA needs relies heavily on the meaningful involve-
ment of the superintendents in program and man.gement decisions. Despite no
cause for alarm in responses to project instruments concerning involvement, the
RESC executive directors and boards of directors must always press for the
skil1ful utilization of the superindendents in RESC planning, much as the 2xecu-
tive directors participate in statewide planning. From some of the many pnone
calls to Texas it was learned that joint committee meetings are often attended:
by fewer than half the superintendents. This is to be expected in the vastness
of Texas where RESC activities are confined to instructional support rather
than direct instruction. But tolerance of its continuance will imperil the
responsiveness and success of the regions where participation of the super-
intendents is low.

State Financing of RESCs. How do you improve 'an apparently gocd finance
system for RESCs? UntiT the spring of 1979, the State of Texas consisteptly
expanded its basic financial support of RESCs. The enlightened 1977 legisla-
tive decision to tie base fuading to the Foundation Program may have been the
only such program in the United States. It essentially recognized the need
to respond to inflationary pressures on RESC operation consistent with the
responses to those presures elsewhere in the state school system. [t also
enhanced the stability and security of the network and allowed planning to
proceed without the anxiety that accompanies the need for renegotiating the
appropriation in every legislative session. While 0.45 percent of the Found-
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ation Program was not a staggering amount, it was sufficient, along with cate-
gorical funding, to insure a core set of programs in each region, and it made
the major contribution to the commendable extent to which equality in program
access has been achieved in Texas. It also constitutes the only non-categorical
discretionary funding for the network. :

The 1979 cut in base funding reputediy followed investigation into ques-
tionable accounting practices in one region, and the reported existence of
high fund balances in some regions at the close of the 1977-78 year. It ic
possible that some balances reflected encumberances in categorical programs,
and some, perhaps, may have reflected attempts to build funds for the construc-
tion or purchase of facilities. Perhaps the RESCs can reap future dividends
from this current misfortune if communication, accounting and facility acquisi-
tion procedures can be adjusted to restore the legislature's confidence in RESC
to pre-1979 levels. :

It is imperative that increases be resumed in base funding if the RESCs
are to capitalize their growing expertise in serving the LEAs. Though base
funding was less than one-seventh of RESC funds in 1977-78, 1t is the most
important statewide component of the RESC support system. It provides most
of the staff needed for core programs, and the management capability and frame-
work to which all categorical programs must relate. If the scope of network
service is to expand and if its equity posture is to be maintained, the 0.45 per-
cent level of the Foundation Program may be, at best, & minimum level for appro-
priate base funding.

The project detected in RESC funding, a flaw common to all systems where
LEAs with extreme differences in wealth must pay the same price for services.
Equalization strategies rarely, if ever, balance the scales for districts
like Edgewood which are at the bottom of the wealth distribution scales. The
IORA report suggested the possibility of differential pricing for services.[13]
In the opinion of project staff, however, it would be preferablg to provide the
RESCs with extra funds to service the extremely poor districts, funds similar
to those recently made available for increasing services to schools under 1,000
ADA. The extra funding already made available to extremely poor districts for
1979-80 will primarily be devoted, in all likelihood, to increasing local
capability in educational programming. This is expected and understandable.
Strategies for more equitable access of very poor LEAs to RESC programs require
the state to pay for all programs, as it does now for many offerings, or to
supplement present practice with incentive subsidies for services purchased by
such LEAs. Those LEAs, perhaps the least wealthy five or six percent, shouid
be participants in the Foundation Program.

Role Change

The most fundamental weakness in the delivery of services in Texas does not
involve existing RESC programs; it concerns fragmentation'of delivery among
various agencies and, apparently, the virtual pre-emption of RESCs in the realm
of direct instructional services tb students. While there is no statutory
prohibition for RESC to provide instruction, the TEA, RESC executive directors
and LEA superintendents apparently decided in the first years of the network
that it should concentrate on instructional support and excludé or minimize

_ direct services to students. They are now limited to driver education,

Q 4
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student terminals, pupil and health services, dnd some programs for migrant
children and for gifted and talented students. None of these programs is as
widespread as the core and categorical support services.

By shunning heavier involvement in direct instruction, the RESC network
avoided competition and the possiblity of initially damaging conflict with
superintendents concerning the multitude of informal cooperatives in Texas,
and it avoided possible contention with the powerful vocational education
establishment. This posture of the early RESCs was understandable and, perhaps,
defensible. The opposition of a few field vocational education strongholds in
Kentucky contributed substantially to the demise ot a young general-purpose ESA
network that had taken over the state's vocationai regions. Apparently, the
designers of RESC made some compromises order to get the network established
and healthy before taking risks in the serious reappraisal of its role. But the
network appears mature enough and strong enough to undertake that task. As a

art of its on-going obligation to develop the most rational organization for
the state system of schools, the TER sﬁouia consider the elimination of frag-
mented and con?|1ct1ng,ae|1very components and the consolidation 0 them, where

v appropriate; under RESCs.

Adverse reactions to recommendations that RESCs become more involved in
direct instruction are to be expected. The resistance may relate to the antici-
pation of RESC regu'ations over LEA activities. Such concern is understandable,
but not necessarily well-founded. Agreements among participating LEAs must be
made for logistical purposes; transportation and schedule problems are real and,
sometimes, difficult to solve. But they are the practical consequences of the
need to share among LEAs. There nced be no controls other than those already
imposed by the TEAGrelative to minimum standards for instructional programs, and
those conditions worked out by user LEAs-and KISC working in concert to facili-

tate the sharing required. The multitude of small schools in Texas need to use
ther sharing strategies it students are to have

itinerant teachers and adopt 0
rogram options and achieve reasonable parity in o ortunity with their peers

Tn larger schools. Wich or without the encouragement of special state sSubsidy,
Schools .should Jook to RESCs to deliver the shared instructional grograms
necessary for Schools to improve the scope and quality of their offerings to

students.

Ts make it difficult to talk with confidence about the sharing
needs of Texas schools. Study of the RESC instructional support role suggests
that it is skewed to state and federal priorities and not sufficiently respon=-
sive to the unique local needs not served by those.priorities. It is possible
that specialized needs are not being served; it is more likely, however, that
the cooperatives have pre-empted the opportunity for RESCs to tailor much of
their instructional support role to the more localized needs of sub-regional
clusters of schools. Neit“er The TEA nor the Legislature can assess the scope
and quality of the Texas support system with reasonable assurance.

Cooperatives. The existence of a plethora of cooperatives separate and
apart from RES

The RESC delivery of media and technical assistance. in statewide support -
. “programs is among the best in the nation. That posture should be maintained.
_ Its strength derives from the appropriate use of state and federal funds to meet .
current widespread needs and enhance the adaptability of the state system of

schools. ' But when the instructional.support agenda consists primarily ¢f
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funded categorical programs, there is a tehdency to overlook the varied needs of
LEAs, particularly when responding services are seen as the province of coopera-
tives rather than the legitimate responsipility of the RESCs.

According to RESC records, there are quite limited receipts from LEAs for
specialized programs, even from smali schools which seem to have the resources
to gét services they need. Outside of matching media fees and the purchase of
computer and driver education services, LEA investment in RESC services is
minimal. Apparently, LEA payments for sub-regional instructional support and/or
shared direct instruction are more likely to go to cooperatives. Sometimes the
RESCs and cooperatives impact the same programs. For example, cooperatives
provide instruction for handicapped children from small schools, and RESCs may
provide the technical assistance or support service dependent upon state and/or
federal funds. It is difficult to describe exactly what happens, however,
because there is not organized reporting of cooperative activities in many
service areas.

The TEA, RESCs and LEAs should give serious study to the proposition that
RESCs should assume responsibility for most programs now operated by cooperatives.
There is often no ownership in the form of a governing body for the cooperatives,
Neither is there any assurance that the poor and/or "undesirable" LEAs will be
asked to join other schools in collaborative endeavor. Under RESC, this should
not be the case. In addition to utilizing the considerable RESC expertise in
collaborative programs, RESC management of cooperatives or supplanting them
would provide the state with reliable knowledge of almost all sharel prog-ams.
LEAs should continue to have the privilege of establishing and operating ad hoc
cooperatives, but Commissioner Brockette's impetus for RESCs to assume management
0of old and new cooperatives in some service areas was a step in the right
direction.* LEA participation is always voluntary and the existence of coopera-
tives should depend upon changing LEA needs and interests. But the convenience,
the quality control and communication advantage available through RESC testify
to the wisdom of the Commissioner and it should signal an accelerated trend for

. most cooperatives to become part of RESC operations.

Vocational Education. Similar argument exists for delivering vocational
"edycation in non-urBan areas through RESC. Typically, vocational education
exists somewhat apart from the main body of secondary education. Its impressive
political and finanrial strength allow it to exist in its own world, free of the
grass-roots influence and control which the rest of the state's educational
program accommodates and encourages. Some state plans rely on delivery through
state-operated regional schools and/or through selected LLAs which control
programs for their own students and those, usually few in number, who come from
neighboring LEAs. In Texas there is an existing arena under the policy influ-
ence of a lay board elected by LEA boards, an arena where LEA representatives
can discuss and influence all LEA and RESC programs-in their schools, except:
vocational education. Is it logical and timely for the TEA, the RESC and the
LEAs to recommend a change in the delivery of vocational education?

FarTin L. Brockette ratired August 31, 1979. The new Commissioner is Alton 0.
Bowen.
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It would require some changes in the RESC network. The establishment
of area or regiona! vocational schools under RESCs would dictate smal ler geo-
graphic regions or more satellites. It is recognized that such schools may
never be within the daily driving convenience of some remote schools in Texas,
and it is further recognized that small schools can i1l afford to lose stu-
dents. But it appears that the likelihood of appropriate services reaching
remote students is far greater through RESCs than any other agency. RESCs under-
stand the need for and the delivery of auto-instructional devices to remote
schools. Such programs, supplemented where possible by-the use of community
resources, cannot match the intensity and quality of instruction in an area voca-
_ tional school, but if that school is inaccessible, there is an alternative. Left
to anyone exept those remote schools and their RESCs, it is likely that such
programs will not become available. }

If it is logical and timely for vocational education and the RESCs to get
together, the strategy could help both as it increases the involvement of LEAs
and service to them. RESCs are skilled at delivery, they are obliged to help
LEAs collaborate, they are controlled by those whom they serve. In turn they
would reap the rewards of advocacy by the youth served, their parents anc the
powerful vocational education establishment. The reward for the latter could be
in the participation of far more non-urban youth in vocational programs acapted
to their needs and to the manpower needs of Texas.

Conclusion

The State of Texas provides excellent enviromment for RESC operations.
There is strong advocacy at the state leadership level and significant invslve-
ment of the RESC leadership in critical planning and communication processes of
the state system of schools. Both the TEA and the LEA superintendents suppor
this role for the executive directors. .

Accessibility for all LEA clients of the RESCs is promoted by an excellent
pattern of base and categorical funding. Judicious use of available state and
federal monies support about two-thirds of RESC costs, and provide the state
opportunity to use categorical funds to meet shifting priorities and, thus, con-
tribute to the state school system's adantability. The costs of substitutes and
travel somewhat limit participation in RESC services for all districts because
the state and local sharing in the Foundation Program does not cover the entire
costs of elementary-secondary education. Aid is earmarked for RESCs to improve
services to small schogls, those with fewer than 1,000 pupils, but no similar
equalization aid is earmarked to assist the extremely poor districts to match the
- accessiblity of richer LEAs to RESC services. It would cost the State of Texas-
relatively little to remedy this situation.

If continued, the Legislature's recent reduction of RESC base funding will
impair the equity balance in services. It is ironic that the reduction coincides

with the increased RESC involvement in new sharing among small schools -- sharing

made possible by additional aid to those schools. Ultimately the reduction will
result in cutbacks in other services or in administrative fees charged to LEAs.
The network should make the accountability and operational adjustments that will
encourage renewal of RESC advocacy by LEA boards and superintendents, satisfy the
Legislature and restore its confidence and trust, and enhance th2 return of base
funding to the 0.45 percent or higher level of the Foundation Program.
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The role of the network should be expanded in direct educational services
to students, witn particular study given to cooperatives and to the delivery of
vocational education. The potential improvement of the delivery" of such pro-
grams will serve the interests of Texas pupils and gain recognition-and advocacy
for RESC among important audiences. The Legislature and educational -Teadership
at all levels are to be congratulated on the excellent RESC performance revealed
by this study. But it is now time for the role of the network to be reappraised
in the context of the guestion, "What are the most appropriate statewide organi-
zational and functional relationships for the Texas state system of elementary
and secondary education?" ;

C. FUTURE RESEARCH

In the introduction (page 2) it was indicated that the cost of achieving
equity in ESA systems may be relatively small. For example, ‘the project staff
believes .that a small state investment in Texas could lead the very poor districts
to virtual parity with other districts in the use of certain RESC services they,
the poor, now use insufficiently or not at all. Not only -doe$ the potential exist

for small amounts of money to remedy financial inequities, small shifts in govern-

*ance, in communications strategies amd/or in programming might also extend and -

equalize opportunities for students and staffs to benefit from ESA services in
varigus states. There is great need for research on equity and on participation
influences in the ESA networks in other individual states and on a multi-state
level. Should such research be instituted and should it“be along the lines of the
Texas study, some modifications should be considered.

1. Because variation in unit costs may make participaticn comparisons .
across states and among ESAs unreliable, counts of.LEA staff and student partici-
pants should be used to supplement or replace expehditures per student. Only the
expenditure data were useful in Texas. ’ - - ‘

2. Where time and resources permit, the views of teachers, principals and
others should be added to those of ESA administrators and LEA superintendents on
participatiom influences. '

. 3. Multiple regression analyses for LEA variables and regional variables
should be' run on all participation data. while both sets of variables in Texas
were run on "hard" data, only the LEA variables were run on perceived partici-
pation. .o

4. The lists of incentives and deterrents should be refined to reduce
ambiguity, and to properly adapt them to particular state systems and termi-
nology. N :

5. Field suggestions for increasing participation in ESA services should be
sought through a checklist or weighted-response Tist of possibilities.
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FIGURE A=l

TWENTY GRAPHS DEPICTING THE MEANS (@) OF EXTENT OF ACTUAL AND DESIRED USw.S OF TWENTY-FPIVE RESC
SERVICYS, A> PERCEIVED 8Y SUPERINTENDENTS IN EACE REGION, COMPARED TO THE STATEWIDE MEANS (C)

—— S0 2% wGES OF REGIONAL mus! AS ?ERCEIVELBY 684 SUPFRINTENDENTS FOR 1977-78
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RESC PROGRAMS AND SERVICES usE 1 2 3 4 b) §
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2. Media, Film Library 3&:‘;3(, VLZ—E..._.J
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17. 3ilingual Zducation :::::id - 2L . Z. R
18. “igrant Sducation :::‘;;i“ {mm
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Code for "degree of actual and deeired participationm”.

Ragion II
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FIGURR A~l (Coutinued)
Region [II
(a=26)
Meens: regional @ scatevide O
Renges: “sctual” use ZZZa . "deeired" use R ——

Code for "degree of sctual and desirsd perticipstion”: L-cever, 2-almost
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YIGURE A-1 (Contipued) .

’ ) Region IV
P (nw49)
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FIGURE A-1 (Continued)
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PIGURE A-1 (Continued)
' Region IX

(a=30)
Means: regional @ statevide O
Ranges: “actual" use -—m— "desixed" use .—:—-
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1 1

. actual mﬂT
21. Adult Basic Education Jesired 1 ]
sctual »]

22. Right to Ruq - " desired ”J% * EI__; ]

|

i

|

i

— l ]
, o R

‘ sctual |

23. Health Services M‘T;:Eﬁ-‘% ’
] i

i

26, Mgmt. Services (other) jecual [0 ]
| XTI A
25. In-service Ed. (other) l:::::id : e 0 ‘1
I i | | |
“a . A-9O %




FIGURE A-1 (Continued)
Region X

(awsl)
Means: regional @ atetevide O
m;:;: "nc-:unl" use -m— “desired"” use —:—-

Coda for "“dagres of actual and desired participaction”: l-nevar, 2-slmost
naver, 3-occasionally, 4-frequeacly, S-almost always, 6-alueys

OEGREE OF ACTUAL AND OESIRED PARTICIPATION
RESC PROGRAMS AND SERVICES use 2 3 4 S
!

sctual
desired

1. Planning, Evaluation/Accred.

2. Medfa, Film Library :::%E:d

) scgusl
3. Media, In-service desired

. sctual
4. Media, Equipment Repair desired

5.- Computers, Student Acctg. ;::::ta

asctusl
desited

§. Computers, 3usiness Serv.

accual
7. Computers, Student Termingls Ficelrad

sctual
8. Special Ed., Child Find dasired

actual
desized

9. Special £d., [n-service

actual
desized

1. special td. Matarals (SEIMC]

sctual
dasired

11. %up1l Services

actual
desited

12, Crime Prev. & Orug Ed.

13. 3us Oriver Training :::::td

scrual
14. Oriver Education desired

actual
15. CA(ecr tducation esired

actual
desired

*6. Diffusion, ?rom. Pract., 2tc.

- actusl
17. 8ilingual Education desired

actual
desired

18. Migrant Education

actusl
desired

19, Gifted and Talerted

20. Cooperative Purcnasing ;:::::d

1 e . actusl
21. Adult Basic Education Sesltad

sctual
desired

22. Right to-Read

aczual
desired

23. Health Services

actual
desired

24. Mgmt. Services (other)

actual
,dclx:cd

25. in-service £d. .other)

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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FIGURE A-1 (Conzinued)

Maans:

Rangas:

Region XI

(a=s1)

ragional @

"actual® use —dlll ]

Code for "degree of actusl and desired participation”:

stagavids O

"deaired" use -—:—

l-nevar, 2-slaoat

never, J-occasionally, «~Iltsquently, 5-almoec always, 6-slways

t

DEZGREE OF ACTUAL AND DESIRED PARTICIPATION

RESC PROGRAMS AND SERVICES usgx 2 3 4 3 6
1. Planning, Evaluation/Accred. ;:::::‘ [ m
2. Media, Film Library secusl o |
3. Media, In-service ;\::‘;::" ; % ;
4. Media, Equipment Repair tesusl 7 w— T
5. Computers. Student Acctg. :::::-t& 4 v
T ,
6. Computers, .iness Serv. :::‘;;t‘ m
’7. Computers, Student Terminals R4SS2als | ! y
8. Special £d., Child Find sctusl ' | YA Z 277 ]
3. Special £d., In-service :::::t‘ % I
10. Specral fd. Materrals (SEIMC) :::::td : ! ‘-—-——ﬂm ] ‘:
11. Pupi) Services jesuaL m ‘ :
12. Crime Prev. & Orug £d. fetuel ‘I %
13. dus Oriver Training ;::‘;:t‘ } m—-
14. Oriver £ducation ::::::‘a Wm l 3
. .
15, Career Education ::::::7 J' ; mﬂ Ji . \
16. Diffusion, Prom. Pract., etc. iSE2SL. | %Z—W”’T T :
17. 8i11ngual Education - ;‘;:‘;:i‘ ?Wj—”‘“}
b . i H
18. Migrant Education :::::t‘ r”mﬂl“'—-—‘
‘ actual PTTTXTETZZD | ! J
19. Gifted and Talentncf dasinad ! ” o3 — | 1‘
20. Cooperative Purchasing ::::::a 27z { : ——rd
21. Adult Basic Education ;:::ﬁa W’, i
22. Rignt to Read s : 7 ! % ! —
23. l;ealéh Services -~ ;::I;:d ™ I ;
.. ]
26. wmt. Services (other) ::::;:a _'zzgzizz n | B
25. In-service £d. (other) ~ L;::::-:a P ;i ; E’ZT l ’ i
—— ﬁ‘ = L
' A-11 .

.7




FIZURE A-1 (Continued)
/ Regilon XII
(n=40)
Msang: reglonsl @ stacevide O

"actual" ues —m— "deeired" uea -—:——

Coda for "degree of actusi sad desired parcicipetion”: l-never, 2-slmoet
never, j-occasionally, é~-frequencly, S-almoet always, 6-elwaye

Rangee:

———_5——

] DEGREE OF ACTUAL AND DESIRED PARTICIPATION
RESC PROGRAMS AND SERVICES yse L 1 k] e ) 6
[ - T 1
1. Planning, Evaluation/Accrad. ::::::d - ’ nl'ﬁm
2. Media, Film Lidrary ﬁf‘fﬁa 7]_;72__!87;1._,.__
3, Media, [n-service :::‘fﬁd T -
o 4. Media, Equipment Repair ———t-35538L 4 : : Lo
] |
§. Comouters, Student Acctyg, :::::id ‘PE?OM ' 4]‘
6. Computers, Businesy Sery. —-4SSal WZZZZXZZIZZ) ! :
7. Computers, Student Terminals -5::‘1'::‘ l | - :
8. special €., child Find sccusl : ! U
b i
9. Special %d., In-service ';::‘;‘:td ' *I %.—7—_—-——:
) 10. Special £d. Matertals (ssmc;i jecul : : ﬂ_ﬁ
11. Pupil Services ’;::‘;:ﬁd ’ !77!721?”11].: ’ ;
: : !
12. Coime Prev. & Orug £d. sctusl, ! : E
13. Bus Oriver Training ;:::::d ' | : s
- ; !
14, Jriver Education l sesusl, 'W
15. Career Education !::::::a ) ( Wn —=
16. Giffusion, Prom. Pract., etc. ::::::& J‘ W y
B 17. Bilingual Education ;::::td W—l
18. Migrant Educasion ;::‘::td . F”ﬁmmgj
3. Gifted and Talented sccul % ,
L ! '
' 20. Cooperative Purchasing ___..ggg;ga-_mzzzzzza?ﬂﬂ’?ffffj
3
21. Adult Basic Education ;::‘;:id W! !
o 22. Right to Read :::‘;‘:id ”ﬂ |
|
23. Health Services ;::‘::id IIII; | ; !
24, vgmt. Services {other) |;:::::d ]77%772 —_ ; '
" 25. tn-service £4. (other) I(;::::tdl l [ % i
; ! L
-
E lillc A-12 1 34
) " \




FIGURE A-1 (Coutinued)
: Region XIII

(a=37) «
Mesns: regilonal @ statewide O
Ranger: "actual” use —m— “"desired" uae -—:—-

Code for "degres of actual and deeired parcicipation’: [-never, 2-elmoat
never, J-occaeionally, 4~frequeatly, 5~eimoat slways, 6~always

e ——— ————————— ——— e —————————

DEGREEZ OF ACTUAL AND DESIRED PARTICIPATION

RESC PROGRAMS AND SERVICES use 1 H3 b ] 4 b 6
1. Planning, Evalyation/Accred. —:—‘-.fz"g: %
2. Media, Film Library ::i‘fﬁ.« . - ! I__EJ
3. Media, In-service ﬁ%ﬁt‘ - - %—77_7-7:[
4. Media, Equipment Repair ;::‘1‘::" : y ZZZrTITZ277)
5. Computers, Student AcCtg. = _;:_:“t—;ld_ X777 RT 22 ' —

[
| actual srrsr. sral
8 Computers, Business Serv. ——gety ’ |
actual '
7. Computers, Student Terminals ——-‘m«.““ ; L] -
. ' accual I ‘
. Special Ed., Child Find e ﬂ i

5. specfal €., In-service Acts . J! .
0. Spectal £d. “aterials (SEIMCY 4SSual, : ‘ -
ju. Pup1l Services sstms '. S i e
12. Crime Prev. & Orug Id. 5::::]." ll m————
13. Bus Ortver Training ;::::t‘ ' s m_'
’ 14, Oriver Education accusl t :m L .
15. Career Education ;::::i‘ - 1i
16. Diffusion, Prom. Pract., etc.| 35528l o —
17. 8ilingual Zducation sccusl, 2ZZ . . ! ’

£ scgusl rﬂzzizzgszﬂ’
18. Migrant Education Tecirad 1 i

actual “@ )
19, Gifted and Tflcntld Teslr N i Q) i

actual
desired |

. 21. Adult Basic Education ——ppmepaSSHal . 27727272772 .
22. Right to Read - ;::‘1‘2 7 %_
23. Health Services mﬁ?% S

actual

\

20. Cooperative Purchasing

26. Mgmt. Services {ather) fesaas. ' ‘ l
’ : ) i
. e o o) TR
: | | |
. a ‘ -
. A-13 ‘ . ,
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FIGURE A-1 (Conmtinuad)
Region XIV T
) : (a=32)
A Masns: creglonal @ statewide O R
' ¢ Rangee: “actual" use —m— "desired" use --:——

Code for "degres of actual and desired perticipation”:

l-naver, Z-almost
naver, J-occasionally, 4-frequeatly, S-almost alvaye, 6-alwaye

s

DEGREZ O ACTUAL AND DESIRED PARTICIPATION
AESC PROGRANS AND SZRVICES uss i 2 3 s s 8
—
1. Planning, Evaiuation/Accred. ;::::td ’m
2. Media, Film Library '5%-.5%-:;%‘ VE_}_
: 3. Yadta, In-service sscual e
4. Media, Equipment Repair 55.5‘;::‘,; I % . 2
5. Computers, Student Acctg. —--3S53eis AT 22
§. Computers, Business Serv. ;::‘E—t‘ mzj
7. Computers, Student Terminals ‘:.::: al -
8. Special Ea., Child Find ;::::td — Z, i
3. Spectal £d., In-service ———tgSSttl - % |
10. Special £d. Materrals (SEIMC) 45Nl - %‘
11. supil Services iEcal ]
12. Crima Prev. & Orug Ed. -——Lﬁ?{:—lﬂ I ”i %%
13. 8us Oriver Training :::‘f‘;%a ? I %
14. drfver Eduzation shoul TZI AT GTTTTZ —
- 15. farser Education T T ’l al_‘l! .
16. Jiffusion, Prom. Pract., etc. 3::::‘:‘ ; T -
17, 841 ingual Education o | rzrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrza
18. Migrent fducation A ;:::ﬁi f ‘ '!
19. Gifted and Talented sccusl % :
20. Cooperative Purchasing ;:f:;:q 7777% .
21. Adult Basic Education ;::::ta e ‘ ;
22. Right to Read - ::::::3 % ‘
23. Health Services :::‘;:t‘ | l
) 26. Mgmt. Services {ather, ;:::::a e —
. ‘ 25. In-service Ed. (other) 2 ,:::‘;:ta | 2 l ;..%




FIGURE A=l (Comtinuad) B
B Ksgion XV
(a=eQ)
Means: <regional @ statevide O
’ Ranges: "actual" use ——m_ “desired" uss ——:——-
Code for “degres of accual and desired participation": l-oever, 2-slmost
naver, 3-occasionally, é4=fraguently, S-almost always, S~alwayn
e ——— —_—
DEGREZ OF ACTUAL AND DESIRED PARTICIPA. 'ON
) RESC PROGCRAMS AND SERVICES UsE |1 2 3 L3 s 5
S 1
1. Planning, Evaluation/Accred. -ﬁ%ﬁ: | jm-ﬂr——“"‘
2. Media, Film Library ;%:::id L
. 3. Media, In-service ::::::d ——%
. . 4. Media, Equipment Repair :::::t& CITTZe4 L ,
. . ‘ N .
- 5. Computers, Student Acctg. ;::::td . f ; Z2
§. Computers, Businass Serv. ;::::td - CELL
7. Comutars. Student, Teminals LActusl b Zow 77772
!
8. Specfal Ed., Child Find actusd <
J ] !
3. Special Ed., In-service ;:::::& - “~L- b '
. ‘
10. Specral 4. Materfals (SEIMCY SSEais o
sctusl i 7
11. Pupil Services Jesired y e i
12. Crime Prev. & Orug &d. actu J I M
13. Bus Oriver Training ;::::td | m“
, | . T
- 14. Oriver Education - ;::::‘:d lﬁ:: Z2 o1 m. p—
S 1 | |
ZZXEZZZa L
15. Career Education —e- setual, 1 —1t
16. Diffusion, Prom. Pract., etc. ::‘:::d ' ﬁ,L
: e LR
17. 8ilingual Education ;::::id I ) V . - |

: .
18. Migrant Education v ;::::td F’zzzézmﬂi—; —A! )
19. Gifted and ralented jecuas % i
20. Cooperative Purchasing 3::::: 3 M‘@w-—-——u
ZlF Adult Basic Education ::::::& W- :
22. Right to Raad astusl, % i

actual ! J

[
|
23. Health Services dssired . ; :
- ¢ t
28, Mgmt. Services (other) ::i‘;:ta = — - ' -
* ; ! v i
i 25. In-service £d. (other) ;::::td i L
! |
: i
A-15.

ERIC 13
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>

ERIC

FIGURR a-1 (Cantinued)

Maads:
Ranges:

Code for "degres cf actual and

L}

reglonal @

nectual” use —IZLLL

Region XVI
(am5)
etacevida O
"desired” use

desired perticipstion”:

T —I

l~never, 2-almost
never, 3-occasioaally, 4-fraquencly, 5-elmost always, 6-alvays

DEGREE OF ACTUAL AND DESIRED PARTICIPATION

RESC PROGRAMS AND SERVICES UsE . 2 3 [} ]
1. Planning, Evaluation/Accred. «ﬁf—:ﬁd T_‘)ﬂqﬁ
2. Media, Film Library :%ﬁitd T%
3. Media, In-service :::::].'d | %
s, Nedfa, Equipment Repair ——tiSSisl, : =2 2z

i i
5. Computers, Student Acctg. :::‘;:\d - Wz J
6. Computers, Business Serv. —-4SEitl. '777777:072% |
7. Computers, Student Terminals :::::id‘ 1 tAAJ
8. specal Ed., Child Find ——taSE2el, rZ227¢72a
9. Spectal Ed., I[n-service :::::td % ]l
10. Spec:al Ed. Materials (SEINC) :::::‘:d i jﬂ_ln
11, Pup1l Services :::‘;:td Ai :r !
12. Crare Prev. & Orug &d. :::::td i %mg’,
13. 8us Oriver Training ;:f‘;:id -~ : %
14. Oriver Education ;::::ta Y ?571!:1
15. Career Education :::::; } WE | ;
16. diffusion, Prom. Pract., ete. ;::';:tm1 m Y :
17. 8ilirgual E£ducation —-e———sff‘f-:%a- ‘ u: : :
18. Migrart fducation ——— :::::id r’m‘ o ‘r ii
19. Gifted and Talented :::::td ﬂ%
29. Ccaperative Purchasing ::::::a Wm
T .

21. Adult 2asic Education :::::td T m
22. Right to Read :::::td ‘ ]_. :
23. Health Services :::::td :
24, Mgmt. Services (other) - :::::td r 1 . ] : ~
25. In-service Ed. (other) L:::::td ] ’m |

—

A-16




PFIGURE A~1 (Continued)

Regton XVII

(amél)

Means: regionsl @ statewide O
Tangee: "sctual” use ZZ7ZA "deeired" use -—:—-—

Code for "degrse of ectusl and desired participazion’: 1-never, Z-elwost
never, J-occasionally, $-frequently, S-almoet alvays, 6-alvaye

— —— e

DEGREE OF ACTUAL AND DESIRED PARTICIPATION

RESC PROGRAMS AND SERVICES usg |\ 2 3 4 - ] 6
T
‘ 1. Planning, Evaluation/Accred. -3ssusl. WT“
P 2. Med1a, Film Library :2:::; . < e et
3. Media, In-service sctual ,
4. Media, Equipment Repdir -—-—%m £ .
. Computers, Student Acctg. :::::t& s
6. Computers, Business Serv. :::::td 773%?777]]
_ 7. Camputers, Student Terminals :::::tc = qzai -
8. Special Ed., Child Find jctual AZZRT 2203 ...
. 3. Special 2d., In-service :i:::td %—-}l—————
10. Special £d. Materials (SEIMC) 3SE¥al ”%1
) 11. Pupri Services ;::::td W !
12. Crime Prev. & Orug Ed. ;::::td e ‘ S ey
13. 8us Oriver Tra.ning :::::td e . r?’w;m:j—‘ :
14. Oriver £ducation sesuaL, TZ22ZT zZzza -
15. actual | l

Career Sducation Teeired T e 1"
Fad 1 i

1

|

actual W
16 ‘uiffusuon. Prom. Pract., etc. duindL = 1 I
17. Bilingual Education actuat FZZz 772 i e —————

desired
W’ |
18. Migrant Education :::::ta C t @ ' -
. i ’
19. Gifted and Talented ;::::ii r ‘| LI !
|
20. Ceoperative Purchasing Eii‘iﬁa %' ‘ l
—
21. Adult 3asic Education seues 1 o B— ]
1
22. Right to Read T R ——
23. Healtn Services :::::td . 2 ‘
76. Mgnt Services (other) sccual, : ] ll
| xowrra
5. [n-service £d. (other) :::::td i e |
|
[
~
A-17

Q

ERIC 139

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: .

FICURE A~1 (Coatinued)
Region XVIII

(n=16) .
Maans: rsgionsl @ statavide O

" .
"gctual" use _m—- “deeired” use .—:——

Cods for “degree of actual and deeired perticipation”: l-never, 2-almost
neaver, J-occasionally, 4-fraquantly, 3-almost elways, §-alvaye

-

Ranges:

- DECREE OF ACTUAL AND DESIRED PARTICIPATION
RESC PROGRAMS AND SEAVICES use |1 2 b} 3 5 §
actual ’
1. Planning, Evaluation/Accred. estred m
; actuel '
2. Medra, Film LTbrary aciuss. mﬁ—_

actual

X7
. desized . v

3. Media, In-service

actudl (P T T2 Ll bl bl l Lok d fo ro ol L bl
4. Media, EQuipment Repair ——e——weoilie: ety * }
actual PV IEL L Lo
5. Computers, Student Acctg. fecirel : f 1]
. actual wrr;zqzzzj
§. Computers, Susiness Serv. Teeized .

7. Computers. Scudent Termioals | Askust ZZ7ZZZZZZZA.

actual |

8. 3pecial £d., <hild Find desired ‘ =
. . actusl ; T e .
9. Spectal Ed,, In-service Jeeired [— ] t
2
§ aczuasl ZZ%
10. Stecial £d. Materdals (SEIMCR J2irois | =
adeual L l

li. Pup1l Services desired

+
sceual |- | %__1
deeired I

|

12. Crime Prev. & Orug Ed.

13. 3us Oriver Training :‘:::::d | m—;*‘
14. Jriver fducation :::‘i:id W : -
15. Career Sducation :::::id li 1 \ 1’ !
16. Nffusion, Prom. Pract., etc. ;:::::d i - e — :

. ! - .
17. 341ingual Education sccual W -
18. Migrant Education 32:::; T - n o) .:E : :
19. Gifted and Talented jesual, % , "
20. Cooperative Purchasing ;::::ta S ——— : “

;

21. Aduit Basic Education —-%&-W”z]i l
22. Aignt to Read dezual % ’
23. Healtn Services -———-ﬁ:}%ﬁr% ; k
26. Mgmt. Services (othar) ;:::::d : & f !
5. in-service Ed. {other) [:::::td : % : J

10
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PIGURE A-1 {Countinuad)

Yasas:

Ranges: “sctual” use —m—

ragional

Ragion XIX
(a=8)

L atatevide O

“dasired” usm ]

Coda for “dagras of sctual and desired perticipaticn”: le-never, 2-slmost
never, J-dccasionally, &-frequently, S-slmoat sluays, 6-slvays

/

DEGREE OF ACTUAL AND DESIRED PARTICIPATION

RESC PROGRANS AND SERVICES use {1 2 3 4 ) 4
1. Planning, Evaluation/Accred. -ﬁf{"ﬁ‘ j !zlm- et
2. Media, Film Library sesual, )
3. Media, In-service aciuas ,
4. Media, Equipment Repair ;:::.:.ta..wﬂ III{J;IIII'IOI 272777200
5. Computers, Studant Acctg. :::‘i:ta m
5. Computers, Business Serv. :::‘;:td ”IM%
7. Computers, Student. Terminais :::‘;:’.'d < } —
8. special Ed., Child Find getude ,
3. special £d., [n-service — 3::‘;:; ‘ ZZZXITE2 ] ||9“ i
10. Special £d. Materfals (SEINC) JSEgiL, 1 '
11. Fup1) Sarvices ) i -ﬂmﬂ’ﬁ i
12. Crime Prev. 8 Orug Cd. sstul, ! %—-—T-}
13. Bus Jriver Training ;::::id !m’_)
14. Oriver Education — :i:::‘:d F‘W : :!"‘
15. Career Education —— ::::;i’d Wﬁ!’r
16. Diffusion, Prom. Pract., stc. :::::';d : % ’ -
17. 8114nqual Education aerudl ZZZ Z ZZ, -]
18. Migrant Education :::::-td W”m—l‘ :
19. Gifted and Talented :::::t& mmi ;
20. Cooperative Purchasing :::::‘: 1 mﬁm—“—-m
21. At sastc Goueation ——mmr 36208 ARTZRZILZTIZTZZH ' ;
22. Rignt to Read ::.::td I % l
23. Health Services :‘::::id ' ! 1 ;
2. Mgmt. Services (other) :::::id m — : 1
25. in-service £d. {other) :::::].'d ‘ ! mr i ‘

) . l i {
A-19




FIGURE A-1 (Concinued)
Region XX -

(a=27) .
- . Means: regiocnal @ statevide O
1 AI Ranges: “gctual” use —m— "desired" use —:—

» Cods for "degres of actusl and desired participazion”: l-never, 2-slmost
’ nrver, l-occaeionally, 4~frequently, S-almoet alvays, 6-slways

T ' — — =
DEGREE OF ACTUAL AND D“Ilm‘PMﬂCI,AnDN
RESC PROCRAMS AND SIRVICES UsE . R 2 J 4 5 6
1. Planning, ‘Evlluat‘lon/kcud. :2::::‘ WQJ{
2. Media, Film Library 55.%:; - \; : %——
3. Med1a, In-service ~— ;:f;“%fd : : %
. 4. Media, EQuipmn't Repair -—W - o
5. Computers, Student Acctg. ;::::id J I ,
1
§. Comouters, Business Serv. ;::::id mm - , :

7. Computers, Student Terminals -5-——-3:::'3 m. ! |

8. Specral £d., Child Find ;::::td I '

5. specral 6. Ineservice ——SStuel i g
i |

i .
actual . l rrzov]
desitrea’| . } | S N

. " {aceual ! B .
11. Pup1l Services desired l %o (] (1:] ;
I ;
- actual ! ] 1
12. Crime Prev. § Orug &. desired ’ i %
! .
! z

10, Special td. Materials {3EIMC)

(
13. 3us Jriver Training :::::td - :%
14: Oriver Education ::::::d + W -~ —]
, 15. Career Education ;:::::d E* i li
i6. D1ffusion, Prom. Pract., etc. ::::::Q : - T ’

, :
17. 311ingual Education - ;::::d T2 72 Z2Z2 2 ZZAZTZ 75 :z,r!__] .
18. Migrant Education :::::td z2 5# 2 :MA;: 22272 :_]|| ot
T | hf X
13. Gifted and Talented actual %
t
20. Caoperative Purchasing - e T !
i i
21. Adult 3asic Education jetueL T o1 ] T
« t
72. Right to Read . sesues, : % -
23. Health Services pecusl ' f
20, Mgmt. Services {other) jecsel. : 1 e T ’
1 |
25. In-service d. (other) ':i::::dl ! ! m | L
A-20
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FIGURE A-2

INCENTIVES AND DETERRENTS




? . FIGURE A-<

FORTY GRAPHS OF THE SUPERINTENDENTS' PERCEPTIONS OF FIFTEEN PESSIBLE
INCENTIVES AND FIFTEEN POSSIBLE DETERRENTS TO LEA PARTICIPATION IN
RESC SERVICES IN EACH REGION, COMPARED TO THE RANGES (shaded) OF
REGIONAL MEANS AND THE STATEWIDE MEANS OF 684 SUPERINTENDENTS

(=]
Region I -- Incentives
Means of responses: from the region (n=21)—— statewide = ———

Code for '"degree of influence": l-no incentive, 2-weak incentive,
j-moderate incentive, 4-strong incentive, 5-very strong incentive

Degree of Influence
1 2 3 4

i. All costs paid by state . +

&4 — W

and/or federal scurce(s)

2. This LEA alone cannot

provide effective program

3. This LEA alone cannot pro-

vide economical program

4. Adequacy of LEA financial A
resources

3. RESC uznit costs 1

6. RESC program cr service

gualizy

7. Proximity of RESC facility | : -

3. RESC service available .

at this or nearby LEA
3., Level of TEA-RESC-LzA

cooperation

10. Cualicy of RESC-LEA com— :

aunications

11. Advantages of multi- ;

district cooperation

12. Cegree of LEA ‘involvement
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Regio& I . «
(n=21)

Deterrents

Means of superintendents' responses: Tregion statewide mms — =

Code for “degree of influence': l-no“deterrenc, 2-weak deterrent,
3-moderate deterrent, 4-strong deterrent, 5-very strong deterrent
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"
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RESCstaff &/orbd.of directors

|

13.. Degree of RESC insight into
this LEA's needs

14. Degree of LEA involvement in
" RESC planning

15. Degree of LEA staff interest
n RESC services

IToxt Provided by ERI




FIGURE A-2 (Continued)

<

Region
(n=28)

II

Incentives
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FIGURE A-2 (Continued)
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Region LI
(n=28)

Deterrents

-
4
Means of superintendents' responses: region statewide —m— —— —-

Code for "degree of influence': l-no deterrent, 2-weak deterrent,
3-moderate deterrent, 4-strong deterrent, 5-very strong deterrent
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, Incentives
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Means of superintendents' responses: region statewide = ——
Code for "degree of influemte': l-no incentive, 2-weak 1ncentiye.
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FIGURE A-2 (Continued)

Region III i -
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Deterrents,

Means of_superiﬁ:eﬁden:s' responses: region ‘statewide e e ——

Code for "degree of influence': l-no deterrent, 2-weak deterrent,
j-moderate deterrent, 4-strong deterrent, 5-very strong deterrent
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aid
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QFIGURE A-2 (Continued)

Region IV
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Incentives
Means of superintendents' responses: region Statewide mm aws v=-
Code for "degree of influence'": l-no incentive, 2-weak incentive,

3-moderate incentive, 4-strong incentive, S5-very strong incentive
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Region IV
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Deterrents
Meaus of superintendents’' responses: region . statewide ———— —
Code for "degree of influence'': l-no deterrent, 2-weak deterrent,

j-moderate daterrent, 4-strong deterrent, 3-very strong deterrent
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Means of superintendents' responses: region statewide e mmm =
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l-no incentive, 2-weak incentive,
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Deterrents

Means of superintendents' responses: region statewide me e e

Code for "degree of influence': l-no deterrent, 2-weak deterrent,
j-moderate deterrent, 4-strong deterrent, 5-very strong deterrent
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Incentives

Means of superintendents' responses: region statewide —— wm ——
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Deterrents

Means of superintendents' responses: region statewide wm mmm w—
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Means of superintendents' responses:

Code for ''degree of influence'":
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Incentives
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FIGURE A-2 (Continued)

Means of superintendents' responses:

Code for '"degree of influence":

Region VIII
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FIGURE A-2 (Continued)

Region IX
(n=30)
Incentives
Means of superintendents' responses: region statewide = w—— —
- = " & :
Code for ''degree of influence": l-no incentive, 2-weak incentive,

j-moderats incentive, 4-strong incentive, 3-very strong incentive
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Region IX
(n=30)

£

Deterrents

Means of superintendents' responses: region

statewide m ame o

Code for "degree of influence": l-no deterrent, 2-weak deterreat,
j-moderate deterrent, 4-strong deterrent, 5-very strdng-deterrent.
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Region X
(n=51)
Tucentives
Means of superintendents' responses: region statewide — -
Code for '"degree of influence'": l-no incenti?e, 2-weak incentive,

3-moderate incentive, 4-strong incentive, 5-very strong incentive

7

10.

11.

12.

13.

All costs paid by state
and/or fedaral source(s)

This £EA alone cannot
provide effective program

This LEA alone cannot pro®
vide economical program

Adequacy of LEA financial
resources

RESC unit costs

RESC program CY¥ service
quality

Proximity of RESC facility

RESC service available
at this or nearby LEA

Level of TEA-RESC-LEA
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Region X Y
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- o Deterrents..

Means of superintendents' responses: regioﬁ__.___ statewide —m e —

Code for '"degree of influence'": l-no deterrent, 2-weak deterrent,
3-moderate deterrent, 4-strong deterrent, 5-very strong deterrent
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Means of superintendents’ responses: region

Code for ""degree of influence':
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Deterrents

Means of superinterndents' responses: region
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' Incentives
Means of superintendents' responses: region statewide = —— =
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FIGURE A-2 (Continued)
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FIGURE A= (Continued)
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To: The LEA SUPERINTENDENT (or his/her designee who interacts rost with the
Regional Education Service Center, RESC)

From; Dr. Noble J. Gividen, Texas RESC Survey Coordinator

Thé enclosed survey form has been shown to some Texas Superintendents, to
the RESC Executive Directors and to some TEA Officials. From those groups came
recommendations that you and your colleagues receive the instrument and be en-
couraged to fill it out. This is part of a multi-state study, but Texas Super-

intendents are the only participants at the LEA level.

Completion time: 15 ‘to 25 minutes (after reading this page)

Purpose of the study: To determine whether or not there are different amounts of
LEA participation in RESC services according to funding patterns, LEA wealth, size
‘and other factors; and to learn what are incentives and what are deterrents to

participation.

Confidentiality: The researchers, Stephens Associates (College Park, Md.), must

be able to identify respondent LEAs in order to match them with LEA characteristics.
However, your answers ARE CONFIDENTIAL in the sense that you and your LEA will not

be identified in the report and your specific answers will not be shared with other
public officials in Texas or elsewhere.

Examples of responses in Part I. The directions on the form ask you to respond to each
service at least twice —— once to show actual use of the RESC seryice, and once t3

show the desired use. Where actual is less than desired, further responses are in .
order.

For each listed service,a number for
actual use and (Circla)a number for desired
use. In columas A-I, check (v') services,
if any, where actual was less than desired.

Exteat of Use

1. Never 4., Frequently
2. Almost never 5. Almosr always
3. Occasionally 6. Always
I v 3
actual 1 2 3C4)5 6 ! '
. {
2. Media, Film Library desired 1 2 3 5 6 _{ - S i I N .
' N T

(2. above) Nothing is checked (v in columns A through I because actual is not

less than dESired.. l
! | ! } !

— (
actual @23456 /] ‘ |[ /
19. Gifted & Talented oqired 123@56 |- ¥ [-i-1- 1t |1-% -
(19. above) This respondent checked column B, "no state/federal aid", column F,
"RESC Fees", and column H, "this LEA not involved in planning"” as reasons for not
using a desired program. (actual is less than desired)

i
'
1
!
1

i : i
actual @23456 I | l _l_‘
22. Right to Read desired 1 2 3C>5 6 qZ - ‘-- - |

i e —

(22. above) This pregram was not offered by RESC, but if it had teen offered, this

LEA would have used it frequently. (That was its desired use,C})

Q

PLEASE READ THE DIRECTIONS ON THE JSQRYEY FOR:!
’ B-1
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

2art ! - Taxzas LEis LEA name aud 1D

. COMPARLISOY OF IXTENTS OF ACTUAL AND JESIRED USES

OF WLSC SERVICES I 1977-78 AND EASQNS FOR IIFTIRENCES, IF ANTY .—h 7] Secvicer & o we ==
waec v me »
Offared.
Oirections:  Special nece for lisced sirvices nog offered by vour RESC ia 1977-78: Also Check (V) ALL leascns Zor
Cirele @“ for “scrual”, asd circle s number (from | to 6) for "desired” according | D{ffersncas in Those Servic
to how such your LEA showld heve used the servica if it had bena offared, any, Whare Actual Cse Was Lass ’ \\
For all listed services amd programe offsred by your RESC i(a 1977-78: i Than Jesizsd “sa
for "actual”. compleca the following stacemsmc: “Whem this RUSC service was !
available in 1977-78, chts LEA used fc.”
Por “desized”, cemplete this stacemsac: “This LEZA should /
have usad this service {a 1977-78." /c. .
1 -~ %aver 4 - Froquestly 3
- al . - Alaset @i:\:h) che Exteat /g8
2 I Alvay of Actual Use and /4, ¢
3 < Oecasismslly § - Alwaye che Ex.ent ,’,f;:?"
_ /fof lesired Usa lar/"' /
AIC PMOGAMNS AND SERVICES Zach Service T
T —
actual L 2 3 4 5 5 | : :
1. 2lanning, Evaluation/Accreditation desired 1 - 31 4 5 6§ l - l | i :
actal 1 2 138 5 6 ! Lo ; [
hd i
2. wedia, Film Library desired 1 2 1 4 5 6 N - | - !
actial 1 2 3 4 5 6 “ o A B
3. ‘“edia, [neservice Gesired 1 2 34 56 L-i-;=i= =|=i= | - =
\ actual | 2 3 4 53 A ;| |
i, veafs, Zquipment Regair desired 1| 2 31 4 5 § _:_!_‘_:_ - -i-;-i
' ¥ I}
actual 1 2 3 4 35 6 i ! o
:  Computers, Student nting (2 ' ' 2
5. “ng.. i jotountind (ST estreg 1 2 38 5§ |- - -i-i-l-l- -
] i
Comouters, Susiness Services (payroll, actual 1 2 3 4 3 6 | ) ; i
§.  checks, accounting, etc.) . dasired ! 2 3 4 56 = .= ='= = IR ‘ -
— - ' | b
actual 1 2 1 4 5 8 \ : ' : |
7. Computers, Student Terminels destred 1 2 3 4 56 |- - - - - R P
, . ; .
actual 1 2 3% 5 5 i | X , . I
3. Seactal Sawcation, Oild Find sestred 1 2 3 4 5 6§ | (This copy~is photoreduted
3. coectal Shucation, in-sarvice swral 12 314 5 85 66 percent from|the agtual
. cectal Sducation, in- s | = s : PR S IR ot
- destred | 23 ¢ 58 |- liAstruméntl)i T .
actial 1 2 3 4 5 5 ; ! ; |
10.  Special fducation Matarials (SEIMC) desired 1 2 3138 56 |- |- -|- - - - =1~
— : ‘ ‘ !
2upi1 Services (guidancm, counseling, dctual 1 2 3 4 5 3§ | b ! t
11.  9sychologists, ete ) destred 1 2 3 4 5§ 1 =1=-. =1~ - N % - ,}
' T
actuel 1 2 3 3 3 5 | | ! . i i ]
12, Crime Prevention & Jrug Iducation destred 1 2 34 5§ | = - =i- - -i- == |
actual t 2 3 3 3 8 : C f !
13, 3us Jriver Teiuning desired 1 2 3 3 5 5 - - - - - - - !
actual 1 2 3 4 3 9 i i ! ;
4, Jriver Zducation desired 1 2 3 4 3 § ; - B - -
acczal 1 2 3 3 55 [
5. Zareer Sducation dastred 1 2 3 & 5§51 - -lo e e = - -
actual 1 2 3 4 3 . ! | i ! ‘
16.  Oiffusion, Promising Praceices, ®2C.  oreq i 2 3 & 0§ § |- - ==l o o~ o
I
actual 1 2 3 3 353 ; i !
L7, 81linqual Sducation desired ' 2 314 5 5 = <= ='= "o <4 < =
tctaal L 2 3 4 5 5 ‘
i8. fgrant Iducation desired 1 2 31 4 53 = = = = =l = = = =
actual 1 2 1 4 3 T | !
19, 3ifted and Talented ggired 1 2 3 2 5 51 = - |- < ' - <« =«
ctaal 1 2 303 5 a3 ' .
20.  “acoerative Purcrasing ’ dasirdd ' 2 31 € 5 5 = « o= = o = = =
actusl 1 2 3 % § 5 ' '
21, Adult Jasic Sducation desired | 2 3 4 5 5 - = - S,
sczual 1 2 3 3 33 ’
22, gent %0 Wad sesires 1 2 1 4 5 5 - - - - - - - - -
actual t 2 3 4 5 5 ‘
23. +ealh fervices 1esired | 2 314 5 3 - - - - - - - - -
- aceual 1 2 1 4 5 5 :
4. vamagement Services (other han adove) gl 1 o 104 £ § =~ = = = - e o= o= =
czval 1 2 134§ 3
€. In-service Education ‘other than alovel o r 2 3 4 5 4 | "

NOT 7AR 70 30 — Plusse -ura :his sheat Sver and do ?art II. It's 1uicxer’
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(This copy is photoreduced 75 per cent from the actual instrument.)
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. Media, znjgervico

. Crime Prevention & Drug Educ.

RESC Executive Director

To:

There are three parts to this brief instrument.

All are quickaes,

10 to 15 minutes, maximum for the whole thing, unless you ponder too long over

the perceptual items.

Part I.
by or through your RESC.

Planning, Evaluation/Accred.

Media, Film Library

——
———

Media, Equipment Repair

Computers, Student Acctg. (test scor-

ing, grade reporting, etc.)

Computers, Business Services (payrell,

checks, financial acctg., etc.)

A Y
Computers, Student Terminals

Specl Education, Child Find

Specl Education, In-service

Specl Education Matls (SEIMC)

Pupil Sarvices (guidance, counsel-
ing, psychologists, atc.)

-

Parz II.

13.

14.

1s.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

Only check those services that were not provided l4st year, 1977-78,

v

Bus Driver Training

Driver Education _

Career Education

Diffus;on, Prom. Practices .
Bilingual Education

Migrant Educgtion

Gifted and Talented
Cooperative Purchasing __ .
Adult Basic Education

Right to Reaé — . )
Health Services i

Management Services (other :ﬁan
above)

(other than above)

.

In~-service Educ.

GIVEN THE PRESENT FUNDING, ORGANIZATION AND GOVERNANCE of RESCs 1in

Texas, please rate the: following factors from strongest (1) to
weakest (6), according to your opinion of their importance in influ-

encing LEA participa.ion in RESC services i1n YOUR region.

LEA wealth

(Please

{(enrollment)

C.‘ LEA remoteness (dxsianca from RESC)

D. RESC program quality

E. RESC leadership

F. LEA leadership

YOUR RESPONSES ARE CONFIDENTIAL !

rate all € 1tenms.)
B A.
- 8. LEA size
Part III (Other Side, Please)

(This copy 1s photo-
reduced 75 percent
from the actual
instrument. )




Part III.

Directions:
- LEAs in your region.

INCENTIVES
Degree of influence

1. No incentive

2. Weak incentive

3. Moderate incentive

4. Strong incentive

5. Very strong incentive

"

P

EXECUTIVE DIMECTOR'S PERCEP: fONS OF INCENTIVES AND DETERKENTS TO LEN USE OF RESC SERVICES -~

circle the dagree of influence of factors according to what you generally believe to be true of the

.

DETERRENTS
{This copy is photo-

Degree of influence reduced 75 percent from
the actual instrument.)
1. No deterrent
2. Weak deterrent
3. Moderate deterrent
4. Strong deterrent “
5. Very strong deterrent

. FACTORS FACTORS ,
A ]
1. All costs paid by state an/or federal source(s} 1 2345 1. Travei time 12345
2. LEAS alone cannot provide uffective program 12345 2. RESC unit costs 123445
3 LEAs alone cannot provide economical program 12345 3. Ho state and/or federal aid 12345
4. LELA financial resources 12345 4. Travel costs to and from programs 12345
5. RESC unit costs 12345 5. Costs of LEA substitutes for teacher.s in workshops 12345
5. RESC program or‘qervice quality ' 12345 6. LEA financial retources _ 12345
]. Proximity of RESC facility to LEAs 123 45 7. Programs not required hy state or federal govt. ,1 2345
8. RESC service delivered to LEA or nearby LEA 123456 8. KESC program or service quality 12345
Y. Level of TEA:RESC—LEA cooperation 12345 9. Independence of LEAS 12345
10. Quality of RESC-LEA communications 12345 10. Service already provided by LEA 12345
11. Advantages of wmulti-district cooperation 12345 1l. Level of RESC-LEA cooperation 12345
12. Degree of LEA involvement in RESC pianning 12345 12. Too few minority persons on RESC staff and/or
13. Programs meet state and/or feQeral requirements 1 2 3 4 5 . board of dirdctors : 12345
14. RESC sensitivity to LEA needs 122345 13. Degree of RESC insight into LEA neads 12345
15. Adequacy of numbers of minority person on ) 14. Degrec of LEA involvement in RESC planning 12134
RESC staff & board of directors 12345 +5. Degree of LEA staff interest in RESC services 1234
) Bt . .
o 193 | 199
' a




GIVEN THE PRESENT FUNDING & GOVERN-
ANCE of Regional Education Service
Centers /RESCs) in Texas. . ...

Please RANK ORDER the factors below
from strongest (1) to weakest (6)

according to your opinion of their
relative. importance 1n influencing
. LEA participation in RESC services.
(Use all 6 numbers in -the ranking.)

LEA Code
A. LEA wealth
B. LEA size (enrollment)

C. LEA remoteness (distance
' from RESC)

D. RESC program quality
E. RESC leadership
F. LEA leadership

~
2

Neither your identity nor your
district's will be identified in
the report.

Noble J. Gividen )
Stephens Associates ~

Photocopy of the post card mailed to 236 LEA superintendents, eight of
whom were in Region XIX, and the other 228 were evenly distributed among

the other 19 regions.

B-6
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This was filled out by the Execu%ive Director's Designee(s) in the
O0ffice of the Regional Education Service Center

g . LEA PARTICIPATION - )
IN SELECTED RESC SERVICES

LEA | ] - Code

1. Media: (money collected for services)

‘Film library:

- State $ - + Locdl § . = §

Equipment
repair &
maint.

.State $ + Local § . = 9

Totals: State $ ., docal $ = $

2. Dr ver Educa%ion: (1977-78) Please check (V6 drivar ‘education ser¥ices

us. { by this LEA and insert other requested data,
No. of Pupils Local Money

3 Behind-the~wheel-instruction s

Simulator ’

Classroom

Other (SPECIFY)

Total $

3. Computer Services: (1977-78) . Local Monev

Pupil accounting (attendance, grade reporting,
test scoring, etc.) X
Business services (payroll, checks, tax
rolls, financial accounting, etc.)
Student terminals

Total $

£33

4. Total number of technical assistance (T/A) contacts in all
service areas (consulting, planning, evaluating, ade;zng,
staff development, etc.) with this' LEA

5. Total amount of money collected from thzs LZA for all services
in 1977-78. “ . , s 3

?

» T2 it is impossible or unfeasible to provide such a count, pléase enter a
-, O or - in #4, in accord with the judgment explained 1n the cover letter

EKC -7 |
| )




